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ABSTRACT 
 
Work-family Conflict and Family Stress Processes: Developmental Implications for 
Youth Social-emotional Functioning  
Terese J. Lund 
Dissertation Chair: Eric Dearing, Ph.D.  
Recent decades have seen historic increases in maternal employment. The 
developmental implications of work-family conflict, however, remain poorly understood. 
Children’s (n= 1,364) social-emotional problems through early childhood and pre-
adolescence were examined as a function of mother’s work-family conflict using 
longitudinal data from the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 
Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development (NICHD SECCYD). Hierarchical 
linear modeling techniques were utilized to examine the lagged and contemporaneous 
associations between work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional outcomes (i.e., 
internalizing and externalizing problems). Furthermore, family stress processes—
maternal depression and maternal sensitivity—were examined as mediators of the 
associations between work-family conflict and social-emotional outcomes. 
Developmental timing of work-family conflict (i.e., child age) was also examined as a 
moderator of associations between conflict and social-emotional growth. Results 
indicated that within-family changes in work-family conflict predicted later within-child 
changes in children’s internalizing problems in lagged models. With regard to between-
family differences, average work-family conflict was associated with both average levels 
of internalizing and externalizing problems. Maternal depression and maternal sensitivity 
  
 
 
 
mediated the association between work-family conflict and children’s externalizing 
problems between-families; maternal depression mediated the association between work-
family conflict and children’s internalizing problems between-families. There was little 
evidence to suggest, however, that the effects of work-family conflict differed as a 
function of developmental timing. Results from this research suggest that the 
developmental consequences of work-family conflict may not be immediate, but rather 
accrue over time. Moreover, results indicate that the effects of work-family conflict are 
both direct and indirect via family stress processes. These findings are further discussed 
regarding their implications for developmental research, policy and practice. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Recent decades have seen historic changes in family employment patterns, 
particularly with regard to the role of women in the workforce. In 1975, for example, 
47.4% of mothers with children under the age of 18 were employed compared with 
71.2% of mothers in 2008 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009). Consequently, families are 
facing new challenges for balancing work and family demands. Classic developmental 
theory and contemporary research has long been concerned with the impact maternal 
work has on children’s growth (e.g., Hoffman, 1989). Emerging empirical evidence, 
however, has painted a more complex picture than initially proposed, illuminating the 
impact of distal developmental contexts (i.e., a mother’s workplace) on proximal family 
processes. Despite these advances, little empirical work on the topic has been 
longitudinal and, as such, the developmental impact of work-family conflict remains 
poorly understood.   
Maternal Employment Research: State of the Field 
In light of recent demographic changes in maternal employment and existing 
theory on the critical role of parenting in children’s growth (e.g., the developmental value 
of early mother-child attachment), social science researchers from various disciplines 
have become interested in the effects of maternal employment on families and children. 
Early research examining the impact of maternal employment status on child outcomes 
generally adopted a maternal deprivation perspective. This perspective assumes that a 
mother’s absence in home as the primary caregiver is detrimental to her child’s growth 
and development (Gottfried & Gottfried, 1994; Gottfried & Gottfried, 2006). With roots 
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in psychoanalytic theory, this perspective maintains that the mother-child relationship is 
the most important factor for healthy psychological development, especially in early 
childhood when attachment bonds are forming. In short, a mothers absence, in and of 
itself, is seen as a deficit that compromises her child’s growth (Gottfried & Gottfried, 
1994).  
Although some researchers have found that maternal employment in early infancy 
may have small, albeit statistically significant, negative consequences for child cognitive 
functioning (Brooks-Gunn, Han, & Waldfogel, 2002), others argue that the differences 
between children are overwhelmingly negligible in size and statistically null (Burchinal 
& Clarke-Stewart, 2007). In other words, the mother’s employment status, per se, is not 
believed to directly impact family dynamics or child growth; rather, scholars have 
increasingly focused on the mother’s emotional state as a characteristic of family life that 
links the mother’s employment status to the effects on the child (Hoffman, 1989; 
Goodman & Crouter, 2009; Repetti & Wood, 1997). Work may be beneficial to mothers’ 
emotional state via feelings of productivity and self-efficacy (Barnett & Hyde, 2001), but 
balancing work and family demands may also create emotional strain and conflict 
(Repetti, 1989; Repetti & Wood, 1997).  
Work-Family Conflict and Child Functioning 
Work-family conflict is an interrole conflict that results from pressures within 
both work and family domains that are incompatible in terms of time, behavior, and other 
psycho-social requirements (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 
Not surprisingly, work-family conflict is related to poorer psychological outcomes among 
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mothers, such as stress and depression (Hochschild, 1989; Marshall & Barnett, 1993). 
Despite increased recognition of work-family conflict among mothers in both empirical 
research and popular press (Blair-Loy, 2003, Crittenden, 2001, Hochschild, 1989; 1997), 
limited work has connected these experiences to child growth.  
Ecological systems theory posits that distal contexts, such as a mother’s 
workplace, can influence proximal processes (Brofenbrenner & Morris, 2003). 
Expanding on these distal-proximal relations, recent empirical work has examined work-
family spillover processes within a theoretical model of family stress (Conger et al., 
2002). Results from this line of inquiry suggest that work-family stress is related to child 
outcomes indirectly, via parental mental health and parenting practices (Crouter, 
Bumpus, Maguire, & McHale, 1999; Galambos, Sears, Almeida, & Kolaric, 1995; 
Sallinen, Kinnunen, & Rönkä, 2004). A limit to this research is that it has been conducted 
in samples of working-class or blue-collar families, thus limiting its generalizability. 
Indeed, mothers across the socioeconomic spectrum are likely to experience conflicting 
work and family demands (Hochschild, 1989). This work has also been primarily cross-
sectional in nature; consequently, the developmental implications (i.e., longitudinal) of 
work-family conflict are largely unknown. 
The effects of work-family conflict, however, may vary as a functioning of 
developmental timing (i.e., child age). Both developmental theory and research suggest 
that children may be uniquely sensitive to family stressors or events (e.g., work-family 
conflict) during critical transition periods in development (Graber & Brooks-Gunn, 
1996). Adolescence and early childhood have long been acknowledged as important 
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transitional periods in development during which children experience significant changes 
in most developmental domains (e.g., cognitive, social, biological) (Eccles et al. 1993; 
Erikson, 1950; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Steinberg, 1990). Taken together, work-family 
conflict may have its greatest impact during these transition periods when experiences or 
events have the ability to greatly influence behavior (Graber & Brooks-Gunn, 1996). 
Little research, however, has considered whether the effects of work-family conflict 
differ as function of developmental timing.  
Present Study 
Research on the impact of work-family conflict on children’s social-emotional 
growth faces several important limitations. Existing research has seldom used 
longitudinal data to estimate the developmental consequences of work-family conflict. 
Moreover, limited work has considered whether the effects of work-family conflict are 
more pernicious as a function of child age. These gaps in the field’s cumulative 
knowledge are particularly alarming for two reasons. First, maternal employment has 
become an increasingly common experience in American family life. Therefore, more 
mothers are confronted with balancing work and family demands. Second, illuminating 
the processes through which work-family conflict affects child functioning and specific 
developmental vulnerabilities to work-family conflict is critically important for designing 
effective interventions. To address these omissions in the literature, the primary goal of 
the present study was to examine the longitudinal implications of work-family conflict 
from early childhood through pre-adolescence within a socioeconomically-diverse 
sample. 
 5 
 
The present study used prospective longitudinal data from a large, 
socioeconomically-diverse sample to examine the association between maternal 
experiences of work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional functioning. 
Hierarchical linear modeling techniques (i.e., multilevel modeling) were utilized to 
examine change in work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional functioning. 
Within a theoretical framework of family stress, the potential consequences of work-
family conflict for maternal mental health and parenting processes (i.e., maternal 
sensitivity) and, in turn, adjustment across early childhood and early adolescence were 
also examined. Finally, analyses also examined whether the effects of work-family 
conflict varied as a function of developmental timing.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Impact of Maternal Employment on Maternal Well-being: Two Contrasting 
Approaches 
Expansionist Theory. The majority of the extant literature on maternal 
employment has utilized an interrole conflict perspective that emphasizes stress and 
strain (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Interrole conflict theory 
posits that the dual roles of work and family are demanding and compete for an 
individual’s time, resources, and energy (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 
1964). Recent theoretical work, however, proposes that multiple roles are, on average, 
beneficial for well-being (Barnett & Hyde, 2001). According to expansionist theory, 
multiple roles (e.g., mother role, spouse role, and employee role) are, in general, 
beneficial for women’s physical and mental health (Barnett & Hyde, 2001).   
The benefits from multiple roles are derived from several different processes 
including buffering effects, added income, social support, and expanded opportunities to 
experience success. The negative effects of stress and failure in one role, for example, 
may be buffered by success in another role (Barnett & Hyde, 2001). In fact, some 
evidence suggests that having a rewarding job may buffer mothers from poor 
relationships at home (Barnett & Marshall, 1992). In addition, social support from fellow 
co-workers may also improve well-being (Barnett & Hyde, 2001).  
According to expansionist theory, there are certain conditions, however, under 
which multiple roles are not beneficial. The benefits of multiple roles depend on the 
number of roles an individual holds and the time demands of each role (Barnett & Hyde, 
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2001). In situations where an individual experiences high levels of overload and/or 
extensive time demands in a number of roles, distress and strain is likely to occur 
(Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Voydanoff & Donnelly, 1999). Thus, multiple roles may be 
beneficial for individuals when demands do not compete with one another, but may be 
harmful when an individual experiences conflict between roles. Classic theoretical work 
on role theory focuses on these situations in which multiple roles result in conflict and 
strain (Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966).  
Role Theory. Kahn and colleagues (Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966) 
examined the processes by which an individual responds to role pressures in their 
pioneering analysis of organizational stress. According to Kahn et al. (1964), the 
environment in which an individual lives consists of groups and organizations that range 
from formal (e.g., companies and other places of business) to informal (e.g., families and 
peer groups). Organizations and groups are defined by the relationships and patterns of 
behavior that make up that specific organization. Thus, a role is defined as the activities 
and patterned behaviors performed in a particular organization (Kahn et al., 1964). 
Consequently, the life of an individual is comprised of a collection of roles; an individual 
plays roles in a particular set of organizations and groups in which he or she is a member 
(Kahn et al., 1964).  
A role conflict occurs when members within one organization and/or multiple 
organizations hold different role behavior and performance expectations toward a 
particular individual (Kahn et al., 1964). Some individuals, for example, may impose 
pressures toward a certain kind of behavior, while others impose pressures that contradict 
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that behavior. A common characteristic of all role conflicts is that an individual 
experiences pressure from a member of an organization to change current role behavior 
to conform to expectations (Kahn et al., 1964). In other words, a role conflict results from 
the simultaneous experience of multiple role pressures such that fulfillment of one set of 
role expectations makes fulfillment of the other role expectations extremely difficult 
(Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966). These competing external pressures create 
internal, psychological role forces within the individual (Kahn et al., 1964).  
The intensity of a role conflict and subsequent coping response will vary as a 
function of the strength of the internal role forces experienced by an individual (i.e., 
psychological pressures). In addition, intensity of a role conflict and coping response will 
also vary as function of an individual’s personality characteristics (Kahn et al., 1964). An 
individual characterized by higher levels of neuroticism, for example, may have more 
aversive reactions (e.g., extreme tension and anxiety) to role conflict than individuals 
characterized by lower levels of neuroticism (Repetti & Wood, 1997). In their analysis, 
Kahn and colleagues (Kahn et al., 1964) delineate four types role conflict.  
First, role conflict may arise from pressures from a single member of an 
organization. That is, a member of an organization may expect an individual to manifest 
contradictory behaviors at certain times. Role conflict may also develop from pressure 
applied from one individual that contradicts role pressures from others within one 
organization (Kahn et al., 1964). In addition, role conflict can arise when an individual’s 
personal values and needs are violated by role pressures and demands. Finally, role 
conflict can arise from role pressures associated with membership in one organization 
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that are in conflict with role pressures from membership in another group. Parents, for 
example, may experience role pressures from home that are in conflict with role pressures 
from work. This type of conflict is defined as an interrole conflict and provides the 
theoretical foundation for contemporary work-family conflict research. 
Work-Family Conflict Theory 
Work-family conflict is defined as conflict resulting from pressures within both 
work and family domains that are irreconcilable or are incompatible in terms of time, 
behavior, and other psycho-social requirements (e.g., emotional energy) (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000). In 
other words, participation in the work role is made more difficult by virtue of 
participation in the family role or vice versa. Moreover, pressure and feelings of work-
family conflict result from the subjective experience of incompatible work and family 
demands, not from work and family status, per se (Williams & Alliger, 1994; Barnett & 
Baruch, 1985). Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) proposed three conceptually unique 
domains of work-family conflict: (1) behavior-based conflict, (2) time-based conflict, and 
(3) strain-based conflict.  
Behavior-based conflict. A behavior-based conflict occurs when specific 
behaviors required by one role make it difficult to fulfill the requirements of another 
(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Behavioral characteristics that 
are associated with certain jobs (e.g., aggressiveness, independence), for example, may 
differ from the type of characteristics that are demanded in the home environment (e.g., 
nurturance, tenderness) (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Thus, a conflict may arise when an 
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individual cannot alter their behavior to meet the expectations of different roles. 
However, a large body of research in social psychology has demonstrated the flexibility 
of behavior as a function of situational circumstances (e.g., Mischel, 1968; Mischel & 
Peake, 1982). Moreover, there is little empirical work demonstrating developmental 
consequences of behavior-based work-family conflict. Consequently, the present study 
focuses on the cumulative effects of both time-based and strain-based conflicts that 
jointly produce work-family conflict. That is, work-family conflict is a general 
experience of incompatibility between work and family roles originating from both time-
based and strain-based conflicts.  
Time-based conflict. A time-based conflict occurs when the time devoted to the 
requirements of one role makes it difficult to fulfill requirements of another (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). When an individual has multiple roles—a 
family role and a work role—these roles will compete for a person’s time; a conflict 
arises since time and mental energy spent on activities within one role cannot be devoted 
to activities within another role (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). According to Edwards and 
Rothbard (2000), this type of conflict represents a resource drain. More specifically, time, 
energy, and attention are finite resources that if expended in one domain cannot be used 
in other domains.    
Work-related sources of time-based conflicts often include hours worked per 
week, deadlines, pace, the amount of overtime, irregularity of shiftwork, and inflexibility 
of the work schedule (Goodman & Crouter, 2009; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Stone & 
Lovejoy. 2004). In other words, time-based conflicts pertain, in particular, to the timing 
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(e.g., standard vs. nonstandard hours) and intensity (e.g., number of hours of paid 
employment) of employment. Evidence suggests that increases in time pressures 
experienced at work over the past two decades have contributed to increases in reported 
feelings of work-family conflict over this same period (Nomaguchi, 2009).   
Family-related sources of time-based conflicts include having young children, 
having a large family, and providing extensive elder care (Crittenden, 2001; Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985; Hochschild, 1997; Nomaguchi, 2009). Younger children are more likely to 
be demanding of parents’ time and resources compared to older children. Presumably, 
younger children require more intensive parenting for healthy growth and development 
and also require more basic care needs and supervision before school entry (Hochschild, 
1997). Furthermore, larger families may also be more demanding of time compared to 
smaller families (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).   
Working mothers may experience time-based conflicts more acutely than their 
male counterparts. Working mothers, for example, are almost two times more likely to 
say that they always feel ―rushed‖ compared to working fathers (Pew Research Center, 
2009). Moreover, theoretical work suggests that time-based conflicts may be especially 
difficult for working mothers compared to their male counterparts, in part because 
cultural schemas maintain that mothers should be devoted to family life more so than 
fathers (Blair-Loy, 2003). 
 Hochschild’s (1989) research on how couples negotiate work and family 
demands focuses on the impact of time-based conflicts in a sample of dual-earner 
families. Through her interviews, Hochschild (1989) observed that working mothers 
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shoulder the burden of work at home (i.e., childcare and housework), in addition to 
participating in paid employment outside of the home. Consequently, women in dual-
earner families often worked a ―second shift‖ at home. In turn, the time demands of the 
second shift commonly led to feelings of work-family pressure and stress for many 
working mothers (Hochschild, 1989). 
Hochschild (1997) further pursued the importance of time for working parents in 
her investigation of work-family balance policies at a large, American corporation. 
Through her intensive interviews of working parents, she notes that working parents, and, 
in particular working mothers, were in a ―time bind‖. This time bind was characterized by 
the desire for more time at home, but pressure to maintain long work hours (Hochschild, 
1997). Despite the availability of family-friendly policies at this corporation, parents 
were generally unwilling to request such arrangements (e.g., flextime, part-time work) 
because of the company culture, which equated long work hours with commitment and 
valued face time over productivity (Hochschild, 1997). As a consequence, many parents 
put in long hours at the office (i.e., the first shift) and had fewer hours of quality time 
with children at home (i.e., the second shift). Moreover, consoling and appeasing children 
unhappy with their parents’ extensive time commitments at work constituted a ―third 
shift‖, particularly for mothers. According to Hochschild (1997), the more the first shift 
compromised the second shift at home, the more parents would have to engage in 
reconciliatory behaviors in the third shift.  
Recent theoretical work on work and family further illuminates the growing 
importance of the third shift (Daly, 2004). With a slightly different interpretation of the 
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third shift, Daly (2004) contends that the third shift entails the household management 
activities that must be performed to sustain the daily activity of all family members 
(Daly, 2004). In addition to the emotional work described by Hochschild (1997), the third 
shift also encompasses management work (i.e., the activities necessary to coordinate 
family time activities and the individual activities of each family member) (Daly, 2004). 
The third shift has become more important as dual-earner couples and non-standard work 
schedules have both become increasingly common, as these trends work to de-stabilize 
the rhythms of family life (Presser, 2004). To counteract the temporal irregularity of 
family life, individuals must work to synchronize family schedules to facilitate activities 
of family life in an efficient manner (Daly, 2004). Limited empirical research on the third 
shift suggests that women bear most of the responsibility in managing and maintaining 
the activities that make up family life (Daly, 2004).  
Strain-based conflict. A strain-based conflict occurs when strain from 
participation in one role makes it difficult to fulfill requirements of another (Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985). In other words, this type of conflict does not necessarily arise from 
conflicting demands; rather, participation in multiple roles can produce strain symptoms 
(e.g., dissatisfaction, anxiety, and fatigue) that reduce personal resources (e.g., energy 
and attention), which are necessary to perform in the other role. Strain-based conflicts 
primarily involve the quality of employment (e.g., low job autonomy), but may also 
involve time characteristics (e.g., shiftwork) that create dissatisfaction and/or fatigue. 
That is, strain-based conflicts can result from both the quality of employment and time 
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characteristics of employment that contribute to strain symptoms, whereas time-based 
conflicts result from lack of time and energy resources.  
Work that is low in occupational complexity may produce strain symptoms and 
harm self-worth and emotional well-being (Menaghan, 1991). Occupational complexity 
can be simply defined as the extent to which a job involves self-direction and variety 
(Parcel & Menaghan, 1997). Jobs characterized by diminished occupational complexity 
may also indirectly affect the home environment. More specifically, mothers employed in 
jobs with low levels of occupational complexity are especially likely to experience stress 
and strain and, in turn, are less likely to provide high quality (i.e., stimulating and 
supportive) home environments and are more likely to engage in coercive parenting 
practices compared to their counterparts who have jobs that are characterized by higher 
levels of occupational complexity (Menaghan, 1991). Conversely, women who have jobs 
higher in occupational complexity and self-direction (e.g., professional jobs) are more 
likely to provide better home environments (i.e., characterized by higher levels of warmth 
and cognitive stimulation) for their children (Parcel & Menaghan, 1994; Parcel & 
Menaghan, 1997).  
In addition, poor interpersonal relationships at work may heighten feelings of 
distress and strain, which in turn negatively impact relationships at home (Menaghan, 
1991; Repetti, 1994). Moreover, certain time attributes of work are especially like to 
produce feelings of conflict and strain. In fact, research suggests that work that is highly 
demanding in terms of time commitments, deadlines, and pace produces feelings of 
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strain, which impair role performance at home (Crouter & Bumpus, 2001; Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000).   
Strain-based conflicts may also originate when spouses are unsupportive of one 
another (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). That is, the absence of support (emotional and/or 
instrumental) within the home environment may lead to or potentiate work-family 
conflict (Beatty, 1996; Hochschild, 1989). Husbands who experience high levels of work 
demands may expect high levels of care from their wives, but often do not expect to help 
with the second shift or support their wives’ careers (Hochschild, 1989). This is 
especially true when the husband’s career is implicitly or explicitly seen as more 
important (Hochschild, 1989). Consequently, working mothers in dual-earner couples 
commonly lack emotional and instrumental support at home necessary to cope with 
competing demands. In turn, low levels of support from partners and subsequent strain 
may produce marital instability (Hochshild, 1989; 1997). Conversely, evidence suggests 
that a supportive spouse may help buffer an individual from high levels of work-family 
conflict (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Crittenden, 2001).   
Work-family Conflict across the Socioeconomic Spectrum 
Work and family demands and, the balancing thereof, are common experiences 
for working mothers across the socioeconomic spectrum. Consider, for example, women 
with low levels of education who are particularly likely to work in jobs that are 
characterized by shiftwork, inflexible schedules, and low levels of occupational 
complexity (Presser, 2004). Indeed, women with low levels of education are likely to 
experience time-based conflicts, in part, because these women often work in jobs that 
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have irregular and/or unconventional work hours and inflexible schedules (Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985; Huston, 2002).   
Nonstandard work hours (e.g., rotating schedules and night shift work) may 
diminish maternal well-being through increases in stress, but may also harm parent-child 
relations. In fact, emerging evidence suggests that nonstandard work hours may affect 
young children’s behavior problems indirectly through increased parenting stress (Joshi 
& Bogen, 2007). Moreover, irregular and unconventional work hours can breed chaos 
within the family context, as a function of increased martial instability, impaired parental 
mental health, diminished leisure time with children, and disrupted family routines (e.g., 
family dinners together) (Daly, 2004; Joshi & Bogen, 2007; Presser, 2004). 
Unfortunately, the growth of jobs with irregular and unconventional hours is not likely to 
decrease in the near future as the United States continues to move towards a 24/7 
economy (Presser, 2004).   
Poorly educated mothers are also likely to experience unique work stressors such 
as low levels of occupational complexity, which can ultimately lead to feelings of stress 
and strain that impair maternal well-being and harm parent-child relationships (Huston, 
2004; Menaghan, 1991; Parcel & Menaghan, 1997). Women who work in blue-collar or 
service sector jobs are especially likely to experience low levels of occupational 
complexity, as indicated by routinized work, heavy supervision, and low levels of 
autonomy (Parcel & Menaghan, 1997).   
 Alternatively, at the other end of the socioeconomic spectrum, women with 
higher levels of education are more likely to work in professional jobs that are 
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characterized by high levels of pressure and time commitments, and workplace cultures 
that emphasize the professional role over the mother role (Blair-Loy, 2003; Crittenden, 
2001). Compared to mothers with lower levels of education, professional women are 
more likely to experience long hours and time pressures (e.g., stressful deadlines and 
pace) (Crittenden, 2001; Hochschild, 1989). In addition, highly-educated mothers are 
more likely to subscribe to the ideals of intensive mothering and spend a significant 
amount of time doing the work of the third shift (Lareau, 2003; Nomaguchi, 2009). 
Popular press and theoretical work on highly-educated, professional mothers commonly 
describe the countless hours spent orchestrating extracurricular activities and other 
developmentally-enriching activities for their children (Levine, 2006; Luthar, 2003).  
Highly-educated, working mothers may also experience strain from attempts to 
conform to the expectations and obligations of both the ―ideal mother‖ and the ―ideal 
worker‖ (Kuperberg & Stone, 2008; Levine, 2006; Stone & Lovejoy, 2004). According to 
Blair-Loy (2003), professional women must attempt to reconcile competing schemas of 
devotion to work and devotion to family. A work devotion schema requires that workers 
pledge their faithful and unwavering allegiance to their work and, in essence, become the 
―ideal worker‖. On the other hand, a family devotion schema contends that marriage and 
motherhood are the primary vocation for women and that motherhood is intensive and 
emotionally absorbing (Blair-Loy, 2003). Consequently, work-family conflict may 
originate when highly-educated, professional women attempt to reconcile these 
competing cultural models.  
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Moreover, a large body of evidence indicates that work stressors (e.g., time 
pressures and long hours), common in professional jobs, can produce strain symptoms 
such as tension, anxiety, fatigue, depression, apathy, and irritability that make it difficult 
to perform and meet the demands of the other role (i.e. the family role) (Beatty, 1996; 
Crouter et al. 1999; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). The pressures associated with working 
in a fast-paced, professional world may be compounded by additional pressures from 
pervasive stereotypes that connote that mothers can’t be serious professionals (Blair-Loy, 
2003; Crittenden, 2001; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2004). Consequently, these women may 
feel increased pressure to work long hours, for example, to prove their worth and avoid 
resentment from male co-workers (Hochschild, 1989; 1997).   
 In summary, work-family conflict may be experienced by mothers from diverse 
socioeconomic backgrounds (Hochschild, 1989; 1997). Indeed, despite variation in the 
causes, the developmental consequences of this conflict may be quite similar across the 
socioeconomic distribution, primarily because the proximal mechanisms relaying that 
conflict to children may be similar. In the context of work-family conflict, family stress 
may be most proximally impacting children.  
The Developmental Impact of Work-family Conflict: A Family Stress Model 
Developmental scientists have increasingly recognized the impact distal contexts 
(e.g., the workplace) can have on proximal processes (e.g., parent-child interactions) 
within the developing child’s immediate environment (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2003). 
According to ecological systems theory, work is a developmental context that indirectly 
affects development, in part, by facilitating or weakening parent-child processes. A 
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parent’s workplace, for example, may indirectly affect child development by hindering 
quality parental care via high stress work conditions (e.g., aversive interactions with co-
workers) that harm parental mental health and subsequent parent-child interactions. 
Emerging empirical research on work-family spillover processes and family stress 
processes further builds upon distal-proximal relations posited by ecological systems 
theory by specifically delineating processes through which maternal employment and 
work-family conflict can affect youth outcomes.  
Empirical investigations of the impact of work-family conflict on family 
processes have typically used a spillover framework (sometimes called ―chronic stress 
transfer‖) (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000). Spillover can simply be defined as effects of the 
work domain on the family domain that produce similarities between the two domains 
and vice versa (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). That is, spillover represents a transfer of 
affect, behaviors, and values between separate work and family spheres (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000). A mood spillover occurs through a causal sequence that links mood in 
one domain (i.e., the work domain) to performance in the other domain (i.e., the family 
domain). While several studies have investigated positive mood spillover (e.g., Barnett & 
Marshall, 1992), the majority of extant research has examined the transfer of negative 
mood between work and family domains. In fact, evidence suggests that positive mood 
states do not traverse work and family spheres as easily as negative mood states 
(Williams & Alliger, 1994).  
Repetti and colleagues (Repetti, 1994; Repetti & Wood, 1997) have examined the 
short-term impact of daily stressful social interactions at work and high workload on 
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parent-child interactions. This line of inquiry has revealed two distinct processes that 
transfer the daily stress of work home: (1) negative mood spillover, and (2) social 
withdrawal responses (Repetti, Wang, & Saxbe, 2009). Repetti (1994) demonstrated that 
air-traffic controller fathers who experienced stressful interactions with supervisors and 
coworkers were more likely to report increases in expressions of anger and discipline in 
parent-child interactions later that day (Repetti, 1994). In a sample of low-income 
mothers, however, increases in distressing social interactions in the workplace were 
associated with increased aversiveness during parent-child interactions, particularly for 
mothers with higher levels of self-reported anxiety and Type A behaviors (Repetti & 
Wood, 1997). In general, mothers were more likely to withdraw behaviorally and 
emotionally on days characterized by higher levels of stress than use harsh discipline 
(Repetti & Wood, 1997).   
Studies of negative mood spillover are useful for understanding the impact work-
family conflict has on parental mental health and, in some cases parent-child 
relationships; however, research using a spillover framework has not examined the 
developmental impact of work-family conflict. More specifically, research examining 
spillover processes fails to examine the subsequent effects of impaired parent-child 
interactions on child well-being. While a large body of developmental research indicates 
that aversive parenting is associated with youth social-emotional maladjustment (e.g., 
Baumrind, 1991), these associations are not included in the spillover chain of mediated 
effects. Consequently, empirical research on the effects of negative mood spillover in the 
work and family literature largely ignores how these effects impact child growth. In order 
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to understand the developmental impact of work-family conflict, a theoretical model that 
explains youth outcomes as a function of spillover must be utilized.  
Although initially developed to explain the consequences of losses in family 
income, the Family Stress Model may be particularly useful in examining the indirect 
effects of work-family conflict on youth social-emotional adjustment (Conger, Ge, Elder, 
Lorenz, & Simons,1994; Conger et al. 2002; Elder, 1974; Hoffman, 1989; McLoyd, 
1990). This theoretical model disentangles one route by which economic hardship 
indirectly affects children’s social-emotional functioning through a chain of mediated 
effects in which parental mental health and parenting are the central mechanisms. More 
specifically, economic hardship is related to increases in parent stress and diminished 
parent mental health (e.g., increases in depressive symptoms and irritability). Diminished 
parent mental health is, in turn, related to impaired parent-child interactions due to 
increases in inconsistent, harsh, punitive punishment and decreases in warm, nurturant 
parenting; these changes in parent-child relationships, ultimately, undermine children’s 
self-regulatory capacities, resulting in poorer social-emotional outcomes (e.g., depression 
and anxiety) (Conger et al. 1994; Conger et al. 2002; Elder, 1974; McLoyd, 1990).  
Some emerging research has examined the indirect effects of work-family conflict 
on youth adjustment using the Family Stress Model (Crouter, et al, 1999; Galambos, et al, 
1995; Sallinen, et al., 2004). Galambos and colleagues (1995) were the first to examine 
work-family spillover processes using a theoretical model of family stress. Using data 
from middle-class and working-class dual earner families, Galambos et al. (1995) 
demonstrated a three stage spillover process through a series of regression models in 
 22 
 
which parental feelings of work overload were associated with adolescent problem 
behavior indirectly through increases parental stress and negative parent-adolescent 
relations (Galambos et al., 1995). 
In a sample of working-class, blue-collar families, Crouter and colleagues (1999) 
demonstrated that parental perceptions of work pressure were associated with heightened 
feelings of role overload (i.e., the feeling of being overloaded with work and family 
demands) and anxiety. Role overload and anxiety were associated with higher levels of 
parent-child conflict. In turn, heightened levels of parent-child conflict were related to 
higher levels of adolescent maladjustment (e.g. increases in depressive symptoms) 
(Crouter et al. 1999). Moreover, Crouter and colleagues (1999) attempted to examine 
developmental differences in the impact of work-family pressure on youth adjustment by 
using sibling pairs of younger and older adolescents in a cross-sectional design. Results 
indicated that the pathways linking work pressure to adolescent adjustment were very 
similar for older and younger siblings, suggesting no differential impacts as a function of 
developmental status (Crouter et al., 1999). 
Sallinen and colleagues (2004) also demonstrated that the relationship between 
parental work experiences and adolescent adjustment was mediated by parent-adolescent 
interactions. Results indicated that adolescent perceptions of negative parental work 
experiences were associated with lessened autonomy granting by parents and increased 
parent-adolescent conflicts; in turn, negative parent-child interactions were associated 
with higher levels of adolescent depression (Sallinen et al. 2004). In short, results 
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suggested that adolescents believed that their parents took work stresses home with them 
and, in turn, were less responsive and encouraging in their parenting practices as a result.   
Taken together, emerging empirical evidence on spillover processes within a 
theoretical model of family stress suggest that parental mental health and parent-child 
relationships are mechanisms that link work-family conflict to youth adjustment (see 
Figure 1). The relationships posited in the family stress model have not, however, been 
tested empirically in samples that are socioeconomically-diverse. Work-family conflict 
research and growing evidence of developmental risk in both high- and low-SES contexts 
(e.g., Dearing, 2008; Duncan, Yeung, Smith, & Brooks-Gunn, 1998; Evans & English, 
2002; Luthar, 2002; Luthar & Latendresse, 2005) suggests that work-family conflict may 
be a universal stressor. More specifically, a model of family stress processes may operate 
similarly across socioeconomic contexts, with work-family conflict indirectly impacting 
youth social-emotional functioning via parental mental health (i.e., maternal depression) 
and parenting practices (i.e., maternal sensitivity).  
 
Figure 1. Model of anticipated mediated work-family and family stress processes effects. 
Beyond this line of inquiry, parental mental health has demonstrated consistent 
associations with child well-being and parent-child relationship quality (e.g., Goodman, 
2007). Likewise, a wealth of developmental research demonstrates clear links between 
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parent-child relationships and children’s growth and development (e.g., Baumrind, 1991). 
It is important to note, however, that emerging research using the theoretical model of 
family stress does not support a maternal deprivation perspective. Rather, these empirical 
investigations implicitly maintain that maternal employment, in and of itself, is not 
detrimental to child development. When maternal employment produces feelings of strain 
and impairs family processes, maternal employment may be harmful to healthy child 
growth.  
Mechanisms of the Family Stress Model 
Parental Mental Health. There is an abundance of research linking parental 
mental health, and in particular maternal depression, to youth social-emotional 
functioning. Children of depressed mothers are significantly more likely to experience 
social-emotional problems than children of non-depressed mothers, with the rates of 
depression in school-aged and adolescent children of depressed mothers ranging between 
20% and 41% (Goodman, 2007). Goodman and Gotlib (1999) proposed several 
mechanisms that link maternal depression to youth adjustment, including heritability of 
depression, innate dysfunctional neuroregulatory mechanisms, exposure to stressful 
environments, and exposure to negative parenting behaviors and negative affect 
(Goodman & Gotlib, 1999).  
As predicted by a model of family stress processes (see Figure 1), research 
consistently indicates that maternal depression harms parent-child relationships through 
negative and/or inadequate parenting practices (e.g., harsh/coercisive parenting and 
diminish warmth) (Conger et al. 1994; Goodman, 2007; McLoyd, 1990). In fact, these 
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parenting deficits can manifest as early as infancy. Children of depressed mothers, for 
example, are less likely to have secure attachment relationships with their mothers (van 
Ijzendoorn et al. 1992). In sum, maternal depression compromises not only the mental 
health of the mother, but also her child’s mental health through its impact on the quality 
of her parenting.  
  Parent-child Relationships. Impaired maternal mental health may be particularly 
devastating for child growth in light of extant theory and research from developmental 
science that consistently indicates the primacy of parent-child relationships for healthy 
child development. Indeed, a large body of research demonstrates strong associations 
between parent-child relationships and child adjustment (see Figure 1) (Baumrind, 1991; 
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991). Moreover, parent-child relationships 
in early childhood are critical in the development of basic competencies and the 
formation of enduring attachment relationships with parents (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, 
& Wall, 1978; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Research consistently demonstrates the 
developmental value of quality parent-child relationships during early childhood with 
secure attachment relationships associated with a variety of positive developmental 
outcomes (e.g., positive relationships with peers, fewer behavioral problems) (Cohn, 
1990; LaFreniere & Sroufe, 1985; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997). Conversely, parent-
child relationships characterized as unsupportive, cold, and by low levels of sensitivity 
are associated with a variety of negative outcomes during infancy and early childhood 
(e.g., Landry et al., 1998; Repetti, Taylor, & Seeman, 2002; Valenzuela, 1997).  
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 Parent-child relationships continue to play a significant role in children’s lives 
during adolescence. Although youth begin spending a considerable amount of time with 
their peers during adolescence, parents still play an important role in their adolescent’s 
life (Steinberg, 2001). A central developmental task during adolescence is the mutual 
renegotiation of parent-child relationships, as adolescents begin striving for more 
emotional and behavioral autonomy (Allen et al., 1994; Allen, Hauser, O’Connor, Bell, & 
Eikholt, 1996; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). To successfully traverse this 
developmental challenge, youth must be able to express autonomy (e.g., expressing 
differences from his or her parent) in the context of a positive and supportive relationship 
(Allen et al., 1994). Parent-child relationships that facilitate both autonomy and 
relatedness are associated with positive psychosocial development over time (e.g., ego 
development and self-esteem). These processes may be compromised, however, when 
parenting practices inhibit the expression of autonomy within a secure context.  
Indeed, a wealth of evidence suggests that parent-child relationships characterized 
by low levels of support and high levels of conflict are associated with a variety of 
maladaptive outcomes for youth (Barnes et al., 2001; Repetti et al., 2001; Scaramella et 
al., 1998). Moreover, poor family environments, characterized by unsupportive and cold 
parent-child interactions, can create a cascade of risk beginning in early childhood 
(Repetti, et al., 2001). That is, unsupportive and cold parent-child interactions can create 
vulnerabilities in children and exacerbate genetically-based predispositions that put 
children at risk for social-emotional problems both immediately and in the future (Repetti 
et al., 2001).   
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While some empirical work on the Family Stress Model maintains that hostile, 
coercive parenting is the primary aspect of parenting that links economic hardship and 
maternal depression to child outcomes (Conger et al., 1994, Conger et al., 2002, 
Galambos et al., 1995), research on work-family conflict suggests that work-family stress 
frequently results in diminished emotional responsiveness and lessened parental warmth 
(Repetti, 1992; Repetti & Wood, 1997). This behavioral response to work-family conflict 
may shield youth from parents’ immediate, harsh emotions (Repetti, 1994; Repetti & 
Wood, 1997); ultimately, however, diminished parental sensitivity and warmth may be 
related to social-emotional problems (Steinberg, 1990, 2000). Indeed, parental sensitivity 
and warmth may be particularly important for the development of children’s emotion 
regulation (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Cross, 2001). In 
turn, poor self-regulation skills may lead to increased problem behaviors as evidence 
suggests that children’s self-regulation is related to the internalization of behavioral 
norms (Dodge & Pettit, 2003).  
In light of theoretical work and research pointing toward the importance of family 
processes (i.e., parent-child relationships) during early childhood and adolescence, work-
family conflict may be particularly detrimental during these developmental periods 
(Graber & Brooks-Gunn, 1996). For example, work-family conflict may have especially 
pernicious consequences in early childhood when fundamental capacities are developing 
and attachment bonds are forming (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Yet, adolescence may be 
a stage during which youth are once again sensitive to work-family conflict, primarily 
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because this is a time for parents and their adolescent children to renegotiate attachment 
relationships (Allen et al., 1994).  
While research on the effects of maternal employment has primarily focused on 
outcomes during early childhood, research on the effects of work-family conflict has 
largely examined its impacts during adolescence using cross-sectional designs. The 
dearth of evidence on the developmental impact of work-family conflict indicates a 
pressing need for longitudinal research on the effects of work-family conflict from early 
childhood throughout early adolescence. Extant research examining the effects of 
maternal employment on the emotional climate of the family often fails to acknowledge 
that the impacts of these processes on youth well-being may differ as a function of child 
age. Yet, classic developmental theory and contemporary research suggest that early 
childhood and adolescence may represent critical periods in which work-family conflict 
may have the largest impact on youth social-emotional outcomes.   
Are There Sensitive Developmental Periods for Work-family Conflict? 
Youth may be more or less sensitive to the pernicious impacts of work-family 
conflict as a function of developmental timing (Gottfried & Gottfried, 1994; Gottfried & 
Gottfried, 2006; Graber & Brooks-Gunn, 1996). In particular, work-family conflict may 
have the largest impacts during early childhood and early adolescence—important 
transitional periods in development. Transitional periods are relatively universal for all 
developing individuals such that all individuals must traverse and adapt to changes (i.e., 
cognitive, biological, social, and contextual changes) during these periods. Adolescence 
and early childhood have long been recognized by developmental theory and research as 
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important transitional periods in which basic developmental capacities are forming, 
important relationships are developing and also transforming, and youth are entering and 
exiting varied developmental contexts (e.g., new schools and peer groups) (Eccles et al. 
1993; Erikson, 1950; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Steinberg, 1990).   
According to a transition-linked turning points perspective, events or turning 
points during transitional periods have the ability to greatly alter development and 
produce long-lasting effects (Graber-Brooks-Gunn, 1996; Rutter, 1994). In other words, 
turning points (i.e., events in development that can greatly alter behavior in varied ways) 
during transitional periods can have profound effects on the patterning of behavior, the 
emergence of new behavior, or the discontinuation of old behaviors (Graber & Brooks-
Gunn, 1996). Work-family conflict, for example, may lead to the emergence of social-
emotional problems during early childhood and/or adolescence.  
Similar to a transition-linked turning points perspective, a developmental 
impingement perspective recognizes that the effects of work-family conflict may differ as 
a function of child age (Gottfried & Gottfried, 1994; Gottfried & Gottfried, 2006). That 
is, the effects of work-family conflict will differ as a function of the salient 
developmental tasks a child experiences and a child’s capacities and abilities. Taken 
together, developmental theories (i.e., transition-linked turning point framework and 
developmental impingement perspective) and empirical evidence on the importance of 
parent-child relationships during both early childhood and adolescence point towards 
sensitive periods in which work-family conflict may be particularly harmful. 
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Despite the wealth of developmental theory emphasizing the importance of 
developmental status and timing, longitudinal data has rarely been used to examine 
developmental consequences of work-family conflict. The primary goal of the present 
study was to examine the longitudinal implications of work-family conflict from early 
childhood through early adolescence within a socioeconomically-diverse sample. This 
aim is in line with Perry-Jenkins et al. (2000) call for studies examining stress transfer 
processes to consider the social context within which these processes may occur (i.e., the 
socioeconomic context). In addition, a special focus was placed on examining the Family 
Stress Model as a mechanism relaying the indirect effects of work-family conflict to 
youth social-emotional adjustment.  
Present Study 
The present study took advantage of prospective longitudinal data from a large, 
socioeconomically-diverse sample to examine the impact of work-family conflict on the 
social-emotional functioning of children. Work-family conflict, as conceptualized in the 
present study and the extant literature, is an overarching construct that encompasses 
feelings of pressure and strain from both time-based and strain-based conflicts. Within a 
theoretical framework of family stress, the associations between work-family conflict and 
family stress processes (i.e., maternal depression and maternal sensitivity) and, in turn, 
adjustment across early childhood and early adolescence were examined. Analyses were 
focused on change in work-family conflict and social-emotional functioning, helping 
illuminate the developmental impact of work-family conflict on youth outcomes and 
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developmental periods in which intervention efforts may be most effective. Specifically, 
three primary research questions were addressed:  
Research Question One: Does work-family conflict predict social-emotional 
problems (i.e., internalizing and externalizing problems)? 
1. It was hypothesized that high levels of work-family conflict would be 
associated with high levels of social-emotional problems. 
Research Question Two: Do maternal depression and maternal sensitivity mediate 
the association between work-family conflict and youth social-emotional functioning 
among families from diverse socioeconomic circumstances? 
2. It was hypothesized that maternal depression and maternal sensitivity would 
help explain (i.e., provide an indirect link for) the association between work-
family conflict and youth social-emotional problems (See Figure 1). 
Research Question Three: What is the developmental impact of work-family conflict 
on youth functioning? Are the effects of work-family conflict larger during certain 
developmental periods (e.g. in early childhood and/or adolescence)? 
3. It was hypothesized that work-family conflict would be the most detrimental 
during early childhood and early adolescence, developmental transition periods 
in which the development and transformation of parent-child relationships is 
critical for healthy growth and development.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
Sample 
 The Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development (SECCYD) is a 
comprehensive longitudinal study initiated by NICHD designed to examine the 
relationship between child care experiences and characteristics and children's 
developmental outcomes. Primary investigators recruited participants in 1991 from 31 
hospitals at 10 selected research sites: Little Rock, Arkansas; Orange County, California; 
Lawrence and Topeka, Kansas; Boston, Massachusetts; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Charlottesville, Virginia; Morganton and Hickory, North 
Carolina; Seattle, Washington; and Madison, Wisconsin. Researchers made hospital visits 
to all mothers who had given birth during selected 24-hr sampling periods. Researchers 
visited a total of 8,986 mothers. From these visits, researchers determined that 5,416 
families were eligible to participate in the study based on exclusion criteria (e.g., mother 
speaks English, healthy baby, etc.).  
The Early Child Care Research Network’s (ECCRN) centralized data 
coordinating center then generated phone call lists for each site using a conditional 
random sampling plan designed to ensure that sampled families reflected the 
demographic characteristics of the catchment area. From these lists, researchers recruited 
1,364 families for the study (approximately 136 families per site). Recruited families 
closely approximated the demographic characteristics of the ―population‖ defined as the 
5,416 eligible families (for more details on the recruitment plan see NICHD ECCRN, 
2001). The recruited sample is geographically- and socioeconomically-diverse, although 
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not diverse with regard to race/ethnicity. The SECCYD includes both home and 
laboratory visits conducted throughout early childhood and early adolescence. Data in the 
present study comes from the first three phases of the project, which followed children 
and their families from birth to 6
th
 grade.  
Measures 
Work-Family Conflict. The Work-Family Conflict scale is an adapted measure 
from Marshall and Barnett (1993) that examines both positive and negative consequences 
of combining work and family. This scale was administered to mothers five times 
throughout the study (i.e., 6, 15, 36 months, 3
rd
 grade, and 5
th
 grade). This measure is 
comprised of two subscales that assess work-family strains and work-family gains. Each 
item is on a 4-pt. Likert-scale that ranges from ―not at all true‖ to ―very true‖. The work-
family strains subscale has thirteen items and examines both work-to-home spillover and 
home-to-work spillover. A sample item is: ―Your working creates strains for your 
children‖. The work-family gains subscale has 8 items that examines the benefits of 
combining work and family. A sample item is: ―Working makes you feel good about 
yourself, which is good for your children‖ (Marshall & Barnett, 1993).  
A total score is computed by summing the work-family strains score and the 
inverse of the work-family gains score. Thus, a high score indicates high levels of 
conflict from combining work and family. In a standardization sample, the test-retest 
correlation over three months was .71 (Marshall & Barnett, 1993). The internal 
consistencies for work-family conflict in the present study were high at each age (α = .77, 
.77, .80, .82, .82, at 6, 15, and 36, and 3
rd
 grade and 5
th
 grade, respectively). This measure 
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is also valid, as it demonstrates moderate correlations with measures of depression 
(NICHD SECCYD, 2010; Marshall & Barnett, 1993).   
Family Stress Variables 
Maternal Depression. The Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression scale 
(CES-D) is a self-report scale designed to measure symptoms of depression in non-
clinical populations. The CES-D was administered numerous times throughout early 
childhood and pre-adolescence (i.e., 1, 6, 15, 24, 36, 54 months, 1
st
 grade, 3
rd
 grade, 5
th
 
grade, and 6
th
 grade). Mothers were asked to rate the frequency of 20 symptoms during 
the past week. A sample item is: ―I felt lonely‖ (Radloff, 1977). Response categories 
include, "rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day)", "some or a little of the time (1-2 
days)", "occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days)‖, and "most or all of the 
time (5-7 days)‖ (Radloff, 1977). Scores range from 0 to 60, with a score of 16 indicating 
clinically high levels of symptoms and potential referral for further assessment. The CES-
D has high reliability in the standardized sample and in the present sample (Radloff, 
1977; NICHD SECCYD, 2010). The internal consistencies for the CES-D were high at 
each age (α = .88, .89, .90, .91, .90, .90, .91, .91, .90, .91 at 1, 6, 15, 24, 36, and 54 
months, and 1
st
 grade, 3
rd
 grade, 5
th
 grade, and 6
th
 grade, respectively).   
Maternal Sensitivity. Study children and their mothers were observed during 
interaction tasks eight times throughout early childhood and pre-adolescence (i.e., 6, 15, 
24, 36, and 54 months, 1
st
 grade, 3
rd
 grade and 5
th
 grade). In early childhood (6, 15, 24, 
and 36 months), mother-child interactions were comprised of semi-structured episodes of 
videotaped free play. These interactions were designed to draw out the qualities of 
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mother’s interactive style with her child (e.g., warmth and support). For interaction 
observations at 15 months, maternal behavior rating scales included: (1) sensitivity to 
distress, (2) sensitivity to nondistress, (3) intrusiveness, (4) detachment/disengagement, 
(5) stimulation of cognitive development, (6) positive regard for the child, (7) negative 
regard for the child, and (8) flatness of affect. Maternal behavior was rated on these 4 pt. 
scales. At 24 months, maternal behavior rating scales combined the sensitivity to distress 
and nondistress scales. From these scale ratings, a maternal sensitivity composite can be 
computed [i.e., sensitivity to nondistress, positive regard, and intrusiveness (reflected)]. 
The scales described above were developed by Owen and Vandell for the NICHD 
SECCYD (NICHD ECCRN 1999; NICHD SECCYD, 2010).  At 36 months, mother-
child free-play interaction observations were coded according rating scales modified from 
previous coding scales and Egeland & Heister’s (1993) rating scale that is described 
below. 
At 54 months and first grade, study children and their mothers were videotaped 
during a 15-minute interaction observation, in which children and their mothers engaged 
in three different tasks. The first two tasks were designed to be too difficult for the child 
to carry out independently. The third task was designed to encourage play between the 
mother and child. In third and fifth grade, mother-child interactions were comprised of 
two tasks, a discussion task and a planning activity task. These structured interactions 
were also coded by trained observers.  
For assessments in early and middle childhood (i.e., 36 months through 5
th
 grade), 
rating scales were modified from previous coding scales and Egeland & Heister’s (1993) 
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rating scales to be both developmentally and task appropriate. Rating scales included 
ratings for parental behavior, child behavior, and dyadic interaction. Each rating scale 
ranged from 1=―Very Low‖ to 7=―Very High‖. The parent rating scale contained ratings 
for (1) supportive presence, (2) respect for child’s autonomy, (3) stimulation of cognitive 
development, (4) quality of assistance, and (5) hostility.  
An overall maternal sensitivity composite score was computed from the task 
ratings [supportive presence, respect for autonomy, and hostility (reflected)]. The 
reliability of the scales ranged from moderate to good in the present sample (α’s from .60 
to.85). Z-scores were computed for maternal sensitivity composite scores because 
different scale values were used at different ages.  
Child Outcomes 
Child Social-Emotional Functioning. The Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) was 
used to assess youth social-emotional problems. The CBCL was administered ten times 
throughout early childhood and pre-adolescence (i.e., 24, 36, 54 months, kindergarten, 1
st
 
grade, 3
rd
 grade, 4
th
 grade, 5
th
 grade, and 6
th
 grade). The CBCL version for ages 2-3 was 
used for mothers at 24 and 36 months. This version of the CBCL (ages 2 to 3) has 99 
specific problems: 59 of the items have counterparts on the CBCL/4-18, while 40 items 
are specifically designed for the younger age group. For assessments in middle childhood 
through pre-adolescence, the child’s mother reported on the child’s behavior problems 
using the CBCL version for ages 4-18 (Achenbach, 1991). For both versions, the mother 
was asked to rate a series of behaviors on 3-point scales: 0 = ―not true of the child‖ 
ranging to 2 = ―very true of the child‖.   
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Standardized scores (T-scores) were produced for narrow band scales, broadband 
scales, and total problem scores. The present study used the broadband scales—
internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors—to measure children’s social-
emotional functioning. The CBCL is the most widely used assessment of child social-
emotional problems and has excellent psychometrics in the standardized sample and in 
the NICHD sample (Achenbach, 1991; NICHD SECCYD, 2010). The internal 
consistencies for the externalizing problem scale were high at each age (α = .89, .89, .86, 
.88 .88, .89, .89, .89, and .89 at 24, 36, and 54 months, and kindergarten, 1
st
 grade, 3
rd
 
grade, 4
th
 grade, 5
th
 grade, and 6
th
 grade, respectively). The internal consistencies for the 
internalizing problem scale were also high at each age (α = .89, .89, .85, .85, .87, .85, .85, 
.85, and .87 at 24, 36, and 54 months, and kindergarten, 1
st
 grade, 3
rd
 grade, 4
th
 grade, 5
th
 
grade, and 6
th
 grade, respectively).  
Figure 2 displays the assessment schedule for the primary variables of interest in 
the present study.  
 15 mo 24mo 36mo 54mo 3
rd
 gr. 4
th
 gr. 5
th
 gr. 6
th 
gr. 
Work-Family 
Conflict 
X  X  X  X  
Maternal 
Depression 
X  X  X  X  
Maternal 
Sensitivity 
X  X  X  X  
Child Behavior 
Problems 
 X X X X X X X 
 
Figure 2. Assessment schedule for work-family conflict, family stress variables, and 
child outcomes.  
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Work and Family Covariates 
Demographics. When the study child was 1 month old, mothers reported child 
gender, the birth order of the child, child race, and their education level in years (maternal 
education is only measured at this time point in the study). Mothers reported their 
household income (annualized) at birth, 6, 15, 24, 36, and 54 months, as well as at 
kindergarten, 1
st
 grade, 2
nd
 grade, 3
rd
 grade, 4
th
 grade, 5
th
 grade, and 6
th
 grade, age 14 and 
age 15 (i.e. 15 observations) (NICHD SECCYD, 2010). Mothers also reported partner 
status and household size at fifteen time points throughout the study (NICHD SECCYD, 
2010). In addition, mother’s verbal intelligence was assessed using the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test – Revised (PPVT-R) at 36 months (Dunn & Dunn, 1981).  
Several covariates were included in the analyses to help control for omitted 
variable bias. Since the data in the present study are non-experimental and individuals 
generally can choose where they work, variables that might help account for how 
individuals select into certain work-family circumstances are necessary to reduce omitted 
variable bias. Family characteristics detailed above were included as covariates to help 
control for omitted variable bias. Employment and child care characteristics were also 
entered to control for omitted variable bias.  
Employment Timing & Intensity. In-depth interviews with mothers and 
questionnaires provided demographic information regarding employment characteristics  
numerous times throughout the study (i.e., 1, 6, 15, 24, 36, and 54 months, kindergarten, 
1
st 
grade, 2
nd 
grade, 3
rd 
grade, 4
th 
grade, 5
th 
grade, and 6
th
 grade). Employment information 
included: (1) the mother’s employment status, (2) occupation, (3) number of hours 
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worked in all jobs, and (4) the time of day the mother works. Mothers also reported on 
their partner’s employment status and number of hours worked in all jobs. Both maternal 
and partner occupation status variables were recoded to indicate whether mothers and 
partners were in a professional job or not. Professional jobs were classified as those that 
were either ―executive, administrative, managerial, or professional‖. All other jobs (e.g., 
technical support) were categorized as not professional.  
Maternal work hours and partner work hours were also recoded to indicate full-
time or part-time employment. Full-time employment was defined as those individuals 
reporting more than 30 hours a week, whereas part-time employment was defined as 
those individuals reporting less than or equal to 30 hours a week. Maternal work schedule 
variables were also recoded to indicate whether mothers worked during the daytime, 
worked during the nighttime, or work schedules varied. In addition, partner education 
was recoded to indicate whether the partner had achieved a Bachelors’ degree or not.  
Child Care. Mothers reported the current child care arrangements for their child 
approximately every 3 months between birth and age 3. From this data, a primary child 
care arrangement (i.e., the arrangement the child spends the most time in) was 
determined. Hours in this primary child care arrangement were reported at each 
assessment. Three dummy variables were computed at each child care assessment period: 
(1) High hours in care (more than 30 hours a week), (2) Low hours in care (less than 30 
hours a week), and (3) No hours in care. These dummy variables were averaged across 
assessments to create an average of high, low, and no hours in care episodes. 
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Child care quality was assessed using the Observational Record of the Caregiving 
Environment (ORCE). Each study child was observed during observation cycles in which 
the incidence of specific caregiver behaviors was recorded using 1-minute time sampling. 
After each cycle, qualitative ratings were made of sensitivity to child's nondistress 
expressions, positive regard, stimulation of cognitive development, detachment, and flat 
affect; at 36 months, two additional categories were added, fostering exploration and 
intrusiveness.   
A composite variable representing total observed quality was formed from the 
qualitative ratings, and internal consistencies were high at each age (α = .89, .89, .86, .82 
at 6, 15, 24, and 36 months, respectively). Dummy variables representing high- and low-
quality child care were created for each assessment point during which child-care quality 
was observed. Higher quality care was deﬁned as children in care settings with total 
quality scores at or above the median (at that time point) on the quality composite. 
Conversely, lower quality care was defined as children in care settings with total quality 
scores below the median. These respective dummy variables were averaged to create an 
average of low and high child care quality experiences.  
Analytic Approach 
The primary analytic models for the present study were estimated using multilevel 
modeling [i.e., Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) and Hierarchical Generalized Linear 
Modeling (HGLM)]. Multilevel modeling was used to estimate stability and change in 
social-emotional functioning between early childhood and pre-adolescence. Specifically, 
work-family conflict was examined as a predictor of both between-child differences in 
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social-emotional problems as well as within-child changes in social-emotional problems. 
To do so, average work-family conflict was examined as a time-invariant predictor (i.e., 
level-2 predictor) of between-child differences in social-emotional problems and change 
in work-family conflict, over time, was examined as a time-varying predictor (i.e., level-1 
predictor) of change in social-emotional functioning. Thus, these models allowed the 
following two questions to be addressed, simultaneously:  
(1) Are higher average levels of work-family conflict associated with higher levels of 
social-emotional problems and/or significant increases over time in social-emotional 
problems?  
(2) Do within-family increases in work-family conflict predict within-child increases in 
social-emotional problems? 
A variety of specifications of these models were estimated, including models that 
used contemporaneous and lagged values for work-family conflict (i.e., either (a) work-
family conflict that occurred during the same measurement occasion as the time points 
when social-emotional problems assessed or (b) work-family stress that occurred during 
measurement occasions prior to the time points when social-emotional problems were 
assessed), models that mixed between- and within-child variability, and models that 
isolated between- and within-child variability. Results presented here primarily focus on 
within-child estimates of children’s social-emotional functioning in lagged models, 
isolating between- from within-child variance. The reasons for focusing on these models 
were twofold.  
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First, within-child estimates of associations between work-family conflict and 
child social-emotional problems provide more conservative control for potential 
endogeneity bias compared with between-child estimates. That is, work-family conflict 
could lead to more social-emotional problems or an unobserved variable could cause 
both. Because mothers were not randomly assigned conditions of work-family conflict in 
this nonexperimental design, correlations between work-family circumstances and child 
outcomes could be biased by omitted variables. Unobserved between-child heterogeneity, 
whether time-invariant or time-varying, is a serious concern for between-child 
associations (Duncan, Magnuson, & Ludwig, 2004; McCartney, Bub, & Burchinal, 
2006). In comparison, although within-child estimates from non-experimental data may 
be biased by time-varying omitted variables, they are not subject to potential bias from 
time-invariant unobserved variables (i.e., factors that are constant over time within the 
child and/or her developmental context). In sum, models that isolate within-child 
estimates of the association between two (or more) time-varying phenomena (e.g., work-
family stress and social-emotional problems) provide stronger justification for causal 
claims.  
 Second, lagged models provided a clear temporal ordering important for 
establishing cause-and-effect relationships. That is, lagged models satisfy the assumption 
of priority for causal inference, with assessments of work-family conflict clearly 
preceding assessments of children’s social-emotional outcomes (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 
2009). It is worth noting, however, that the assumption of contiguity—that cause and 
effect must be proximally located in time and space—may not be satisfied with lags. In 
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other words, the lags between assessments may be too large (i.e., 18 months) to capture 
the developmental effects of work-family conflict if these effects are acute or fleeting 
(Rosenthal & Rosnow, 2008). Moreover, contemporaneous assessments do not 
necessarily imply a violation of temporal ordering (i.e., timing of measurement is not 
necessarily synonymous with timing of causal events). Nonetheless, potential 
simultaneity bias (i.e., reciprocal causation) was less a concern in the lagged model 
specifications compared with the contemporaneous model specifications. See Figure 3 for 
a graphic depiction of the lagged assessments with arrows signifying each lag.  
 
 15 mo. 24mo. 36mo. 54mo. 3
rd
 gr. 4
th
 gr. 5
th
 gr. 6
th 
gr. 
Work-Family 
Conflict 
X  X  X  X  
Maternal 
Depression 
X  X  X  X  
Maternal 
Sensitivity 
X  X  X  X  
Child Behavior 
Problems 
 X  X  X  X 
 
Figure 3. Lagged assessments for work-family conflict, family stress variables, and child 
outcomes.  
To obtain within-child estimates of association, time-varying predictors (e.g., 
work-family conflict) were centered on each child’s mean (i.e., group mean centering or 
within-child centering). As such, estimated associations at level-1 addressed whether 
changes in work-family conflict within-families predicted within-child changes in child 
social-emotional functioning (e.g., are increases in work-family conflict associated with 
within-child increases in internalizing and externalizing problems). As previously noted, 
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this within-child approach helped control for unobserved variables that were constant 
over time that might otherwise bias estimates, although similar to between-child 
estimates time-varying omitted variables may still be problematic in these models. 
Finally, as previously noted, within-child associations were estimated in a lagged fashion, 
with earlier assessments of work-family conflict and time-varying covariates used to 
predict later assessments of social-emotional functioning 
Family stress processes (i.e., maternal depression and maternal sensitivity) were 
also considered as time-varying predictors of this growth in social-emotional problems in 
meditational models, as well as mediators of between-family differences in the 
associations between work-family conflict and child outcomes. That is, mediation models 
examined whether family stress processes (i.e., maternal depression and maternal 
sensitivity) explained between-family and within-family changes in children’s social-
emotional problems.  
Interactions between child age and work-family conflict were estimated to 
examine the time-varying consequences of conflicting work and family roles. Two 
specification strategies were used, allowing the consequences of work-family conflict to 
vary by: (1) categorical child age indicators (e.g., early childhood, middle childhood, and 
early adolescence), and (2) continuous child age indicators (e.g., linear age).  
 Child Behavior Checklist Scores: Raw Scores vs. Standardized Scores. Both 
raw scores and standardized scores can be computed from maternal ratings of child 
behaviors on the CBCL. When using multilevel modeling to examine growth trajectories, 
the use of raw scores are recommended over standardized scores primarily because raw 
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scores indicate true change over time, whereas standardized score indicate any change in 
a child’s relative position or rank to the standardization sample (e.g., Stoolmiller & Bank, 
1995).  
 In addition, multilevel modeling requires measurement equivalence for repeated 
measures (Willet & Singer, 2003). However, different versions of the CBCL were used to 
assess child social-emotional functioning throughout the course of the SECCYD. Several 
items on the internalizing and externalizing broadband scales changed over time to be 
developmentally appropriate, but some items were invariant over time. To address these 
multilevel model requirements, three strategies were employed.  
 The first strategy entailed calculating an average score of all of the items from 
each broadband scale at each assessment point, even those items that were 
developmentally unique and, as such were particular to certain versions of the scale. Each 
CBCL item is scaled with possible values ranging from 0 to 2; therefore, average values 
also fall in this range, despite variations in the number of items across assessment time 
points. This strategy has been recommended for use in multilevel modeling (Singer & 
Willett, 1994, 2003) and has been successfully employed by other research using CBCL 
scores in HLM (Owens & Shaw, 2004). 
 Second, reduced scales of common items across all versions of the CBCL 
internalizing and externalizing broadband scales were created. For the internalizing scale, 
9 items that were invariant across versions were retained in the reduced scale. For the 
externalizing scale, 10 items there were invariant across versions were retained in the 
reduced scale. The reduced scale for internalizing problems contained approximately 
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one-third of the total scale items (25 total items at 24 and 36 months; 31 total items at all 
other assessments). The reduced scale for externalizing problems also contained 
approximately one-third of the total scale items (26 total items at 24 and 36 months; 33 
total items at all other assessments). The items for the internalizing reduced scale can be 
found in Appendix A and the items for the externalizing reduced scale can be found in 
Appendix B.  
 Both reduced scales appeared to have good face validity—the items seemed to 
measure internalizing and externalizing problems, respectively—and also demonstrated 
good reliability. Table 1 displays the internal consistency statistics for reduced scales and 
correlations with the total scale at each assessment point over the course of the study. The 
reliability for reduced scale scores was good, with reliability always exceeding .60 (α’s 
ranging from .63 - .80). In addition, correlations with the total scale were quite high for 
both internalizing and externalizing problems; correlations with the full scale ranged 
from .74 to .85.  
 Reduced scale scores were treated as count data (i.e., number of problem 
behaviors) and, as is the case with most data on problem behavior, the distributions of 
both internalizing and externalizing reduced scale scores were skewed with a relatively 
large cluster of zero scores indicating the absence of problem behaviors. While count data 
is often treated as continuous, this can be problematic as they often violate assumptions 
of normality. Consequently, multilevel models (HGLM) based on the Poisson 
distribution, were used to estimate changes in problem behaviors over time. Poisson 
models utilize a log link function and predict an event rate (i.e., the expected number of 
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internalizing and externalizing problems per assessment period, respectively). The 
interpretation of Poisson HGLM model is further detailed below.  
Table 1  
Reliability Data for Reduced CBCL Scales and Correlations with Total Scales 
  
Internalizing Problem Scores 
 
Externalizing Problem Scores 
 
Assessment 
Period 
 
Internal 
Consistency (α) 
 
 
Correlation with 
Total Scale 
 
Internal 
Consistency (α) 
 
 
Correlation with 
Total Scale 
 
24 months 
 
 
.634 
 
.763*** 
 
.766 
 
.849*** 
 
36 months 
 
.651 .789*** .779 .856*** 
54 months .661 .823*** .789 .838*** 
 
Kinder 
 
.690 
 
.825*** 
 
.783 
 
.841*** 
 
1
st
 grade 
 
.671 
 
.819*** 
 
.801 
 
.820*** 
 
3
rd
 grade 
 
.726 
 
.852*** 
 
.760 
 
.797*** 
 
4
th
 grade 
 
 
.722 
 
.848*** 
 
.746 
 
.791*** 
5
th
 grade .722 .836*** .766 .792*** 
 
6
th
 grade 
 
 
.744 
 
.852*** 
 
.740 
 
.800*** 
Note.  *** p < .001 
 
 For the third and final strategy, models were also estimated with CBCL T-scores. 
For average CBCL and CBCL T-scores internalizing and externalizing scores multilevel 
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models with normal distribution were used. Descriptive statistics for reduced scale 
scores, average scores, and T-scores at each assessment period are displayed in Table 2. 
Table 2  
Reduced Scale Scores, Average Scores, and T-scores for Problem Behaviors 
 
  
Internalizing Problems 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
  
Mean 
Scores 
 
Reduced 
Scores 
 
T-Scores 
 
Mean 
Scores 
 
Reduced 
Scores 
 
 
T-scores 
 
% Missing 
 
Time 
 
M(SD) 
 
M(SD) 
 
M(SD) 
 
M(SD) 
 
M(SD) 
 
M(SD) 
 
% 
 
24 mo. 
 
 
.328 
(.199) 
 
1.65 
(1.68) 
 
 
50.25 
(9.14) 
 
.555 
(.273) 
 
4.39 
(3.03) 
 
52.28 
(8.33) 
 
12.8% 
 
36 mo. 
 
.350 
(.207) 
1.97 
(1.87) 
51.22 
(9.36) 
.519 
(.270) 
4.29 
(3.04) 
51.15 
(8.84) 
13.9% 
54 mo. .145 
(.132) 
2.08 
(1.90) 
47.21 
(8.84) 
.304 
(.199) 
3.27 
(2.87) 
51.59 
(9.14) 
22.7% 
 
Kinder 
 
.145 
(.138) 
 
1.94 
(1.91) 
 
46.85 
(8.89) 
 
.271 
(.192) 
 
2.76 
(2.69) 
 
49.89 
(9.28) 
 
23.3% 
 
1
st
 grade 
 
.161 
(.137) 
 
2.10 
(1.94) 
 
48.26 
(8.76) 
 
.250 
(.187) 
 
2.61 
(2.69) 
 
48.73 
(9.31) 
 
26.0% 
 
3
rd
 grade 
 
.168 
(.156) 
 
2.14 
(2.13) 
 
48.43 
(9.62) 
 
.222 
(.179) 
 
2.21 
(2.34) 
 
47.42 
(9.28) 
 
26.2% 
 
4
th
 grade 
 
 
.159 
(.150) 
 
1.96 
(2.01) 
 
47.83 
(9.38) 
 
.207 
(.172) 
 
1.96 
(2.15) 
 
46.37 
(9.18) 
 
27.3% 
5
th
 grade .168 
(.156) 
2.13 
(2.11) 
48.59 
(9.39) 
.299 
(.179) 
1.97 
(2.28) 
45.72 
(9.61) 
21.2% 
 
6
th
 grade 
 
 
.169 
(.167) 
 
2.06 
(2.18) 
 
47.68 
(9.80) 
 
 
.192 
(.176) 
 
1.81 
(2.13) 
 
46.00 
(9.74) 
 
27.7% 
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 Together, these three strategies provided a thorough set of approaches to 
measuring externalizing and internalizing problems from early childhood through pre-
adolescence. The second strategy—reduced scale scores—does not account for 
developmental differences in external manifestations of internalizing and externalizing 
problems and measures common behaviors of underlying problems from early childhood 
through pre-adolescence. Yet, the reduced scale scores strategy does account for 
homotypic continuity in behavior. Homotypic continuity refers to behavioral 
manifestations that do not vary across development. 
 Conversely, the first strategy is particularly attractive since it acknowledges 
heterotypic continuity in behavior [i.e., continuity of a trait (e.g., aggressiveness) that is 
presumed to underlie diverse phenotypic behaviors (e.g., acting out, delinquent 
behaviors); Kagan & Moss, 1962]. Accordingly, heterotypic continuity or behavioral 
coherence suggests that external manifestations of an underlying behavior can vary over 
the course of childhood and adolescence as development affords new opportunities for 
behaviors to emerge (Magnusson & Stattin, 1998; Moffitt, 1993). The third and final 
strategy (i.e., T-scores) has typically been employed in research and was used here to 
compare results obtained with average scores and reduced scale scores. All three 
strategies were examined in the present study and any potential similarities and/or 
differences in these models were addressed.  
 Strategies to Examine Mediation. To examine a theoretical model of family 
stress in which maternal depression and maternal sensitivity mediated the association 
between work-family conflict and child behavior problems, mediation models were 
 50 
 
estimated in multilevel modeling. There are a number of approaches that can be used to 
test mediation, including the joint significance tests approach and the product-of-
coefficients test (MacKinnon et al., 2002; Taylor, MacKinnon, & Tein, 2007). The joint 
significance test approach simply requires each of the paths in the mediated effect to be 
significant (Taylor, MacKinnon, & Tein, 2007).   
The product-of-coefficients test entails calculating the mediated effect and 
forming a confidence interval (Taylor et al., 2007). If the confidence interval does not 
include zero, then the null hypothesis is rejected and there is significant evidence of 
mediation. If it does include zero, then the null hypothesis is retained. Both methods were 
examined here as each has unique strengths and weakness. The joint significance test, for 
example, is simplistic and clear, but it does not provide a confidence interval of the 
mediated effect. On the other hand, product-of-coefficients tests provide a confidence 
interval of the mediated effect, but are conservative (Taylor et al. 2007).  
 Multiple Imputation. As is the case with all longitudinal investigations, there 
was a moderate amount of missing data in the SECCYD. Table 3 displays the number of 
children with complete data on the primary predictors (i.e., work-family conflict, 
maternal depression, & maternal sensitivity) and outcomes (i.e., internalizing and 
externalizing problems) at assessment periods for both contemporaneous and lagged 
models. To address missing data, multiple imputation was used (Widaman, 2006). 
Specifically, imputations by chained equations in Stata were computed. Five imputed 
data sets were created. It is worth noting that work-family conflict scores were not 
imputed when mothers reported being unemployed. 
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Table 3 
Number of Children with Complete Data at Assessment Periods for Contemporaneous 
and Lagged Models 
 
 
 
 
 
Assessment Period 
 24m 36m 54m 3
rd
 grade 4
th
 grade 5
th
 grade 6
th 
grade 
 
Contemporaneous 
Models 
 
 
 
 
N = 740 
  
N = 715 
  
N = 669 
 
 
 
 Lagged Models 
 
 
N = 739 
  
N = 662 
 
 
 
N = 676 
 
 
 
N = 647 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Preliminary Analyses 
 Descriptive Statistics. Before running the primary models of interest, the data 
were screened for outliers and, more generally, for violations of assumptions of 
normality. An analysis of skewness and kurtosis indicated that maternal depression scores 
on the CES-D were skewed at each assessment point. Consequently, a square-root 
transformation was performed for each assessment of this variable; this transformation 
resulted in an approximately normal distribution.  
 Descriptive statistics for demographic variables averaged across the five multiple 
imputation datasets as well as the percentage of missing values for these variables are 
displayed in Table 4. It is important to note that values were not imputed for work-family 
conflict scores for unemployed mothers.  
 Maternal employment was fairly common in this sample with approximately 60% 
of mothers employed in either part-time (i.e., 30 hours or less) or full-time work at all 
time points at which work-family conflict was assessed in the present study (15 and 36 
months, as well as at 3
rd
 and 5
th
 grade). Table 5 displays the descriptive statistics for 
hours of employment among employed mothers at each work-family assessment period. 
Table 6 displays the percentage of mothers who were employed at least part-time or more 
at each assessment point. For lagged models using 4 assessments of work-family conflict, 
94% of mothers had at least one assessment of work-family conflict and 43% of mothers 
had complete work-family data (i.e., assessments at 15 and 36 months, as well as 3
rd
 and 
5
th
 grade). In contemporaneous models that used 3 assessments of work-family conflict, 
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92% of mothers had at least one assessment of work-family conflict and 52% of mothers 
had complete work-family conflict data (i.e., assessments at 36 months, and 3
rd
 and 5
th
 
grade).  
 Table 7 displays the descriptive statistics for work-family conflict and family 
stress variables after multiple imputation [Please note that transformed values of maternal 
depression (i.e., square root transformation) and maternal sensitivity (i.e., standardized 
scores) are displayed.] It’s important to note that, on average, mothers experienced 
rewarding work and family situations as indicated by scores less than zero on the work-
family assessments; scores greater than zero indicate stressful work-family situations, 
whereas scores less than zero indicate rewarding work-family situations.  
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Table 4 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the SECCYD Sample (N = 1,364) 
 
 
Variable 
 
M (SD) or % 
 
 
% Missing 
 
Child Gender = Boy 
 
 
.48 (.50) 
 
0% 
African American  
 
12.9% 0% 
European American  
 
80.4% 0% 
Latino/a American  
 
6.1% 0% 
Other race 
 
4.8% 0% 
Child Birth Order 
 
Mother’s Age at time of Study Child Birth 
 
1.83 (.95) 
 
28.11 (5.63) 
0% 
 
0% 
 
Maternal Education (years) 
 
14.23 (2.51) 
 
<1% 
Maternal Intelligence (PPVT at 36 mos.) 
 
98.55 (18.88) 14.5% 
Average Maternal Partner Status =Partnered .70 (.33) 0% 
 
Average Household Size 
 
 
4.19 (.89) 
 
0% 
Average Maternal Occupation 
Status=Professional 
 
.39 (.35) 0% 
Average High Child Care Hours .33 (.38) 0% 
 
Average Low Child Care Hours 
 
 
.35 (.35) 
 
0% 
Average High Child Care Quality .29 (.31) 0% 
 
Average Low Child Care Quality 
 
 
.31 (.31) 
 
0% 
Note. Descriptive statistics are averaged across the five multiple imputation data sets.  
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Table 5 
Hours of Employment for Employed Mothers at each Work-family Assessment 
 
Variable 
 
M (SD) 
 
 
Maternal Employment Hours at 15 Months 
 
 
21.97 (19.35) 
Maternal Employment Hours at 36 Months 
 
22.19 (19.04) 
Maternal Employment Hours at 3
rd
 grade  
 
26.79 (19.05) 
Maternal Employment Hours at 5
th
 grade 
 
27.66 (18.99) 
Note. Descriptive statistics are averaged across the five multiple imputation data sets.  
 
 
Table 6 
Percentage of Mothers Employed at least part-time at each Work-family Assessment 
 
Variable 
 
%  
 
Maternal Employment at 15 Months 
 
 
66.2% 
Maternal Employment at 36 Months 
 
67.3% 
Maternal Employment at 3
rd
 grade  
 
69.8% 
Maternal Employment at 5
th
 grade 
 
79.7% 
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for Family Stress Variables  
 
Variable 
 
M (SD) 
 
 
% Missing 
 
Work-family Conflict 15 Mo. 
 
 
-.94 (1.02) 
 
44.2% 
Work-family Conflict 36 Mo.  
 
-.87 (1.02) 44.1% 
Work-family Conflict 3
rd
 grade  
 
-.93 (1.10) 45.4% 
Work-family Conflict 5
th
 grade 
 
-1.02 (1.12) 44.2% 
Maternal Depression 15 Mo. 
 
2.70 (1.41) 9.0% 
Maternal Depression 36 Mo. 
 
Maternal Depression 3
rd
 Grade 
 
2.72 (1.45) 
 
2.72 (1.58) 
11.9% 
 
24.8% 
 
Maternal Depression 5
th
 Grade 
 
2.66 (1.56) 25.3% 
Maternal Sensitivity 15 Mo. 
 
.00 (1.00) 9.1% 
Maternal Sensitivity 36 Mo. .00 (1.00) 14.9% 
 
Maternal Sensitivity 3
rd
 grade 
 
 
.00 (1.00) 
 
28.1% 
Maternal Sensitivity 5
th
 grade 
 
.00 (1.00) 31.9% 
Note. Descriptive statistics are averaged across the five multiple imputation data sets.  
 
 In Table 8, zero-order correlations are presented for measures of work-family 
conflict and family stress variables. Intra-correlations for work-family conflict indicated 
that all assessments of work-family conflict were significantly associated with one 
another. These correlations were modest to large in size (r’s ranging from .28 to .57). 
Intra-correlations for maternal depression indicated that all assessments of maternal 
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depression were significantly associated with one another, too. These correlations were 
also modest to large in size, with correlation coefficients ranging from .35 to .52. Finally, 
intra-correlations among assessments of maternal sensitivity were also modest in size (r’s 
ranging from .29 to .39).   
 Inter-correlations among assessments of work-family conflict and family stress 
variables (i.e., maternal depression and maternal sensitivity) also revealed significant 
associations. Work-family conflict, for example, was positively associated with maternal 
depression at all assessment points, as expected. These correlations, however, were 
generally small in size (r’s ranging from .08 to .25), being relatively larger for 
contemporaneous than for lagged assessments. On the other hand, inter-correlations 
among assessments of work-family conflict and maternal sensitivity were quite small (r’s 
ranging from .01 to -.09) and often close to zero.  
 On the whole, inter-correlations between work-family conflict and maternal 
sensitivity were negative, suggesting that higher levels of work-family conflict are 
associated with lower levels of maternal sensitivity. Moreover, it is worth noting that in a 
theoretical model of family stress, work-family conflict is only related to maternal 
sensitivity through maternal depression. Therefore, it is not entirely surprising that 
correlations reflecting the direct relationship between work-family conflict and maternal 
sensitivity were relatively weak. Finally, negative associations between maternal 
depression and maternal sensitivity were all statistically significant, albeit generally small 
to modest in size (r’s ranging from -.11 to -.21).  
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 Zero-order correlations were also estimated for work-family conflict and 
children’s internalizing problems (Table 9). As expected, work-family conflict was 
positively associated with children’s internalizing problems for both contemporaneous 
and lagged assessments. These correlations were particularly small (r’s ranging between -
.03 to .13). There was one exception, however, to this pattern of results. The association 
between children’s behavior problems at 24 months and work-family conflict at fifth 
grade (r = -.05) was negative, albeit not significantly so. Intra-correlations of children’s 
internalizing problems among different assessments were all significantly associated with 
one another, with correlation coefficients ranging from small to relatively large (r’s 
ranging between .17 to .65). 
 Zero-correlations are presented for work-family conflict and children’s 
externalizing problems in Table 10. Work-family conflict was positively associated with 
children’s externalizing problems for both contemporaneous and lagged assessments, 
except for the association between children’s externalizing problems at 24 months and 
work-family conflict at fifth grade (r = -.01, NS). Similar to correlations with 
internalizing problems, correlations between work-family conflict and children’s 
externalizing problems were small (r’s ranging between .01 and .12). Intra-correlations 
among assessments of children’s externalizing problems were all statistically significant, 
with correlation coefficients varying in size (r’s ranging between .32 to .71). 
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Table 8 
 
Intercorrelations Between Work-Family Conflict, Depression, and Maternal Sensitivity over Time  
 
  
Measure 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 
10 
 
11 
 
12 
 
1. 
 
WF 15m 
 
-- 
           
2. WF 36m .57** --           
3. WF G3 .36** .35** --          
4. WF G5 .31** .28** .49** --         
5. DEP 15m .23** .25** .14** .13** --        
6. DEP 36m .13** .23** .12** .11 .52** --       
7. DEP 3G .10 .16** .20** .19** .37** .36** --      
8. DEP 5G .08** .18** .14* .19** .35** .37** .52** --     
9. SEN 15m -.03 -.04 .02 .03 -.20** -.18** -.17** -.16** --    
10.  SEN 36m -.03 -.05 -.04 .01 -.19** -.20** -.20** -.14** .38** --   
11. SEN G3 -.09* -.06 -.03 -.02 -.15** -.15** -.17** -.14** .33** .31** --  
12. SEN G5 -.01 -.03 -.06 -.07 -.11** -.12** -.21** -.11** .29** .35** .39** -- 
Note. ** p < .01,  * p < .05,  p < .10 
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Table 9 
 
Intercorrelations Between Work-Family Conflict and Internalizing Average Problem Scores over Time  
 
  
Measure 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 
10 
 
11 
 
1. 
 
WF 15m 
 
 
-- 
          
2. WF 36m .52** --          
3. WF G3 .31** .35** --         
4. WF G5 .26** .28** .49** --        
5. INT 24m .03 .08 .06* -.05 --       
6. INT 36m .08 .13* .05 .03 .60** --      
7. INT 54m .07 .13** .07 .08* .40** .48** --     
8. INT 3G .05 .06 .08* .05 .23** .29** .40** --    
9. INT 4G .08 .10** .09** .03 .28** .30** .38** .64** --   
10.  INT 5G .07 .09** .12** .10* .26** .27** .38** .54** .65** --  
11. INT 6G .05 .04 .05 .09* .17** .22** .31** .49** .55** .57** -- 
Note.  ** p < .01,* p < .05,  p < .10. 
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Table 10  
 
Intercorrelations Between Work-Family Conflict and Externalizing Average Problem Scores over Time  
 
  
Measure 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 
10 
 
11 
 
1. 
 
WF 15m 
 
 
-- 
          
2. WF 36m .52** --          
3. WF G3 .31** .35** --         
4. WF G5 .26** .28** .49** --        
5. EXT 24m .02 .07* .10** -.01 --       
6. EXT 36m .10** .15** .08* .04 .64** --      
7. EXT 54m .05 .12 .03 .04 .46** .57** --     
8. EXT 3G .04 .08* .08** .07 .36** .43** .47** --    
9. EXT 4G .03 .10 .05 .03 .35** .40** .48** .70** --   
10.  EXT 5G .02 .10** .07 .09* .33** .38** .47** .61** .71** --  
11. EXT 6G .05 .09* .07 .09* .32** .37** .45** .58** .66** .69** -- 
Note.  ** p < .01, * p < .05,  p < .10 
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Several models were used to estimate the effects of work-family conflict on 
children’s social-emotional functioning. First, unconditional multilevel models were 
estimated for children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. Conditional multilevel 
models with level-1 time-varying predictors centered within-child were estimated for 
both internalizing and externalizing problems. Meditation models were estimated with 
time-varying and time-invariant family stress indicators specified as intervening 
variables. To examine the developmental consequences of work-family conflict, 
conditional multilevel models for internalizing and externalizing problems were 
estimated with interaction terms for development status. 
Unconditional HLM Growth Models. Unconditional models of children’s 
internalizing and externalizing problems were estimated to determine the proper 
specification of time polynomials. Specifically, linear and quadratic time parameters were 
added to models to ascertain proper model fit; time trends were retained if the coefficient 
for the fixed parameter of the time trend was significant (i.e., explained a significant 
proportion of within-person variance) or if the model fit was better with the time trend 
included. In all multilevel models, the intercept was centered at the midpoint of study. 
Centering the intercept at the midpoint of the study provided an estimate of the average 
level of problems during the course of the study. Moreover, centering the intercept at the 
midpoint of the study reduces collinearity between predictors and stabilizes the model 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  
In these models, the intercept (i.e., average problems) and slope for linear time 
were allowed to vary across level-2 units (i.e., children). All other level-1 time-varying 
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predictors, including the quadratic time term, were constrained to have zero variance 
across children because of low-reliability and model-convergence problems when these 
parameters were allowed to vary at level-2. For reasons of brevity, the results presented 
here focus on CBCL average scores as outcomes; analyses with T-scores produced 
substantively similar results with regard to significance and direction of effects. These 
results can be found in the Appendix. When interpreting results for the average score 
models, it is important to note that the coefficients from average score models are 
multiplied by 10 for interpretability.  
Results from the unconditional model of internalizing problem scores indicated 
that children’s internalizing behavior problems, on average, decreased over time (Table 
11). Yet, a significant quadratic term indicated that there was a significant change in the 
growth rate of children’s internalizing problems. Figure 4 displays the average growth 
trajectory of children’s internalizing problems from the unconditional model. As seen in 
this figure, children’s internalizing behavior problems appeared to decrease across early 
and middle childhood. This decline, however, appeared to be reversed as children 
approached early adolescence, with problems slightly increasing as children reached 6
th
 
grade. In addition, results indicated that there was significant variability in children’s 
average level and growth in internalizing behavior problems. 
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Table 11 
Unconditional Growth Model for Children’s Average Internalizing Problems  
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
1.98*** (.04) 
 
-.142 
 
.725 
 
.0958*** 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.14*** (.01)  .512 .0170*** 
Child age (quadratic change 
in problems)  
 
.06*** (.00)    
Note.  *** p < .001 
 
 
Figure 4. Average growth trajectories of internalizing problems from unconditional 
models.  
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Results from the unconditional models of externalizing problem scores indicated 
that children’s externalizing behavior problems decreased over time; however, a 
significant quadratic term indicated that there was a significant change in the rate of 
growth in children’s externalizing problems (Table 12). The average growth trajectory of 
children’s externalizing problems is plotted in the Figure 5 to help interpret these results. 
As seen in this figure, children’s externalizing behavior problems declined across early 
and middle childhood, but this decline began to level off as children reached early 
adolescence.  
As with unconditional models of internalizing problem scores, results indicated 
that there was significant variability in children’s average levels of and growth in 
externalizing behavior problems. Taken together, the results from both unconditional 
models suggested that additional predictors would help explain variability in children’s 
average level of problems and average change in problems over time.   
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Table 12 
Unconditional Growth Model for Children’s Average Externalizing Problems   
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
3.13*** (.05) 
 
-.476 
 
.798 
 
.1385*** 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.38*** (.01)  .511 .0200*** 
Child age (quadratic change 
in problems)  
 
.07*** (.00)    
Note.  *** p < .001 
 
 
Figure 5. Average growth trajectories of externalizing problems from unconditional 
models. 
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Primary Results 
Conditional Growth Models. The effect of work-family conflict on children’s 
social-emotional problems was estimated while controlling for a variety of time-varying 
covariates at level-1 in conditional growth models. Specifically, work-family conflict, 
maternal part-time employment status (full-time employment status was the omitted 
group), partner status, household size, and family income-to-needs were included at 
level-1 as time-varying predictors of children’s problem behaviors. These predictors were 
all group-mean centered – providing within-child estimates – using a time-lag model 
specification. 
1
 That is, within-family variations between 15 months and fifth grade for 
the predictor and covariates were used to predict within-child variations in behavior 
problems between 24 months and 6
th
 grade. Thus, level-1 coefficients were correctly 
interpreted as the amount of within-child change in social-emotional functioning 
predicted by earlier changes in work-family conflict and the time-varying covariates.   
At level-2, main effects and interactions of time-invariant predictors and 
covariates (e.g., average work-family conflict and maternal education) were also 
estimated to examine between-child differences in average problem levels and changes in 
problems (i.e., linear changes). Predictors at level-2 were grand-mean centered. Results 
for conditional models of children’s internalizing and externalizing behavior problems 
are displayed in Table 13, with coefficients for covariates omitted for brevity (see 
Appendix C for covariate results). 
                                                 
1
 Analyses were also run with time-varying covariates as contemporaneous but the associations between 
work-family conflict and child outcomes did not change with regard to significance nor direction for both 
internalizing and externalizing problems. 
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First, with regard to the between-child differences estimated at level-2 of the 
models, average work-family conflict was significantly associated with both average 
levels of internalizing and externalizing problem scores. In other words, children of 
mothers with higher levels of work-family conflict, on average, demonstrated higher 
levels of problems than children of mothers with lower levels of work-family conflict. 
Holding all other factors constant, a 1-point difference in average work-family conflict 
was associated with a .16-point and .18-point difference in average internalizing and 
externalizing problems, respectively. In terms of effect size, a one standard deviation 
difference in work-family conflict was associated with about 12% of a standard deviation 
difference in internalizing problems and about 8% of a standard deviation difference in 
externalizing problems.  
Average levels of work-family conflict were not associated with linear changes in 
problem; there was no time-varying association evident for externalizing problems. 
Within-family changes in work-family conflict, however, significantly predicted later 
within-child changes in children’s internalizing behavior problems. That is, when work-
family conflict increased children displayed later increases in internalizing problems. In 
fact, for every 1-point increase in work-family conflict within-families, children’s 
internalizing problem scores later increased by .09 points (b =. 09, p < .05), meaning that 
a one standard deviation increase in work-family conflict predicted 6% of a standard 
deviation increase in these problems.   
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Table 13 
Conditional Growth Model for Average Problem Scores in Lagged Models 
  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
   
Average problems 
(intercept) 
1.90 (.06)*** 3.12 (.08)*** 
Work-family conflict .16 (.04)* .18 (.07)* 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
-.13 (.02) *** -.37 (.02)*** 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.02 (.01) .01 (.01) 
Child age (quadratic 
change in problems) 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.06 (.01)*** 
 
.00 (00) 
.07 (.01)*** 
 
.00 (01) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Work-
family conflict  
.09 (.04)* .04 (.05) 
   
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05 
Mediation Models. Lower level (i.e., level-1) mediation models were estimated 
to examine the indirect effects of work-family conflict on children’s social-emotional 
outcomes via maternal depression and maternal sensitivity within-families. In addition, 
maternal depression and maternal sensitivity were also examined as level-2 mediators of 
between-family differences in the association between work-family conflict and 
children’s behavior problems. Three-path mediation requires three equations to be 
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estimated. Mediation equations are displayed below along with a figure (Figure 6) that 
depicts the anticipated mediated effect.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Mediation pathways for the Family Stress Model. 
As seen in Figure 6, there are a number of different effects of work-family 
conflict that can be defined in this model. A three-path mediated effect passing through 
both mediators (i.e., maternal depression and maternal sensitivity) is defined as β1 β2 β3. 
As previously described, the joint significance test approach and the product-of-
coefficients approach were both used to detect evidence of mediation.  
The results for the first mediation path β1 (i.e., the association between work-
family conflict and maternal depression) are displayed in Table 14. Within-family 
changes in work-family conflict were associated with within-family changes in maternal 
depression (b = .15, p < .05). In other words, work-family conflict was, on average, 
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associated with maternal depression such that mothers had higher levels of depression 
when work-family conflict was relatively high than at times when work-family conflict 
was relatively low. In addition, average levels of work-family conflict were predictive of 
between-family differences in average levels of maternal depression (b = .38, p < .001); 
mothers with higher levels of work-family conflict reported higher levels of depression, 
on average, than mothers with lower levels of work-family conflict. Work-family conflict 
was not associated with between-families differences in changes maternal depression, 
however. 
 Results for the second path, β2 (i.e., the association between maternal depression 
and maternal sensitivity, controlling for work-family conflict), indicated that maternal 
depression was a significant predictor of between-family differences in average levels of 
maternal sensitivity (b = -.09, p < .05), but not of average changes in maternal sensitivity 
(Table 15). On the other hand, work-family conflict was not a significant predictor of 
between-family differences in average levels of maternal sensitivity when controlling for 
maternal depression, but was a significant predictor of between-family differences in 
average changes in maternal sensitivity (b = -.01, p < .05). Neither time-varying maternal 
depression, nor time-varying work-family conflict were significantly associated with 
within-person changes in maternal sensitivity. Taken together, results indicated that the 
second path, β2, was significant only for between-family differences in average levels of 
maternal sensitivity as function of average levels of maternal depression. 
Table 16 displays the results for the third path, β3. Results indicated that maternal 
sensitivity was significantly associated with between-family differences in average levels 
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of externalizing problems (b = -.28, p < .05), but not related to average changes in 
externalizing problems. Maternal sensitivity was not associated with average levels of 
internalizing problems, nor was it associated with average changes in internalizing 
problems. In addition, time-varying maternal sensitivity was not significantly associated 
with children’s behavior problems within-families for both internalizing and 
externalizing problems. In other words, within-family changes in maternal sensitivity did 
not account for within-child changes in children’s behavior problems. Furthermore, there 
was no evidence of path β5; work-family conflict was not associated with maternal 
sensitivity either within- or between-families (see Appendix for results).  
Taken together, it appears that the results support a three-path mediation of 
between-family differences in children’s externalizing behavior problems (See Figure 7). 
Following both the joint significance test approach and the product-of-coefficients 
approach, there was evidence of three-path mediation for externalizing problems. 
Specifically, the pathways for β1 (see Table 14), β2 (see Table 15), β3 (see Table 16) were 
all significant for between-family differences. The product-of-coefficients approach 
indicated that maternal depression and maternal sensitivity significantly mediated the 
association between work-family conflict and children’s externalizing problems between-
families. Indeed, the product-of-coefficients test indicated evidence of mediation as the 
confidence interval does not contain zero, (95% CI [.0009, .0011]). 
Finally, it is worth noting that time-varying work-family conflict remained a 
significant predictor of within-family changes in children’s internalizing behavior 
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problems in full mediation models that accounted for both time-varying maternal 
depression and time-varying maternal sensitivity (b =.09, p < .05).   
Table 14 
 Conditional Growth Model for Work-family Conflict and Maternal Depression Scores (Path β1)  
 
 
 
Maternal Depression 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
 
Average Maternal Depression (intercept) 
 
 
2.61 (.05)*** 
Work-family conflict .38 (.04)*** 
Child age (linear change in depression) 
 
.00 (.00)  
Work-family conflict 
 
-.01 (.01) 
Child age (quadratic change in depression) 
 
.00 (.00) 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 
Level-1  
Time-varying Work-family conflict  
 
.15 (.04)** 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01 
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Table 15 
Conditional Growth Model for Maternal Sensitivity (Path β2)  
 
 
 
Maternal Sensitivity 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
 
Average Maternal Sensitivity (intercept) 
 
 
-.04 (.04) 
Maternal Depression -.09 (.03)* 
Work-family Conflict .01 (.03) 
Child age (linear change in maternal sensitivity) 
 
.00 (.01) 
Maternal Depression 
 
.00 (.00) 
Work-family Conflict -.01 (.01)* 
 
Child age (quadratic change in maternal sensitivity) 
 
 
.00 (.00) 
Maternal Depression 
 
.00 (.00) 
Work-family Conflict .00 (.00) 
Level-1  
 
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
 
.00 (.02) 
Time-varying Work-family conflict -.02 (.02) 
 
Note. *  p  < .05
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Table 16 
 
Conditional Growth Meditation Model for Average Problem Scores (Path β3)  
 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
1.93 (.06)*** 
 
3.14 (.08)*** 
Maternal sensitivity -.06 (.06) -.28 (.10)* 
Maternal depression .34 (.04)*** .41 (.07)*** 
Work-family conflict .04 (.04) .04 (.06) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.14 (.02)***  -.38(.02)*** 
Maternal sensitivity 
 
.02 (.02) .02 (.02) 
Maternal depression 
 
-.01 (.01) -.04 (.01)** 
Work-family conflict 
 
.02 (.01) .03 (.01) 
Child age (quadratic change in 
problems) 
 
.06 (.01)*** .07 (.01)*** 
Maternal sensitivity -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 
Maternal depression 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Maternal sensitivity 
 
-.01 (.04) -.06 (.05) 
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
.03 (.02) .06 (.03)* 
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.09 (.04)* .03 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  < .10 
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Figure 7. Three-path mediated effect for children’s externalizing problems.  
Note.  *** p < .01, * p < .05. 
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In addition to mediation analyses with both family stress mediators, a two-path 
mediation model with maternal depression as the sole mediator was also examined given 
its strong associations with both internalizing and externalizing problems. These 
mediation pathways are depicted in Figure 8, an adaptation of Figure 6. Results testing 
the two-path mediation model pathways are displayed in Table 17. While time-varying 
maternal depression did not mediate the association between work-family conflict and 
children’s internalizing and externalizing behavior problems within-families, results 
suggested that average levels of maternal depression mediated the association between 
work-family conflict and children’s internalizing and externalizing behavior problems 
between-families. In other words, maternal depression did not mediate within-family 
changes in work-family conflict; rather, maternal depression mediated between-family 
differences in work-family conflict.  
 
Figure 8. Mediation pathway for maternal depression as a mediator for the association 
between work-family conflict and child behavior problems.  
As seen in Table 17, the coefficients for work-family conflict as predictor of the 
intercept for behavior problems (i.e., average problem levels) were dramatically reduced 
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in models in which maternal depression was included as a predictor of internalizing 
problems (from .16 to .04) and externalizing problems (from .18 to .04), respectively. 
According to the joint significance test approach, it appears that maternal depression 
mediated the association between work-family conflict and children’s problems between-
families (see Tables 14 and 17). For children’s internalizing problems, the product-of-
coefficients approach (95% CI [.0093, .0174]) indicated that maternal depression 
significantly mediated the association between work-family conflict and children’s 
problems between-families. See Figure 9, for the mediation pathway for children’s 
internalizing problems. Similarly, significant evidence of mediation was demonstrated for 
between-family differences of children’s externalizing problems via the product-of-
coefficients approach (95% CI [.0102, .2017]).  
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Table 17 
Conditional Growth Meditation Model for Average Problem Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
1.93 (.06)*** 
 
3.16 (.08)*** 
Maternal depression .35 (.04)*** .42 (.05)*** 
Work-family conflict .04 (.04) .04 (.06) 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.13 (.02)***  -.38 (.02)*** 
Maternal depression 
 
-.01 (.01) -.04 (.01)** 
Work-family conflict 
 
.02 (.01) .03 (.01)* 
Child age (quadratic change in 
problems) 
 
.06 (.00)*** .07(.01)*** 
Maternal depression 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.01) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Maternal 
depression 
 
.03 (.02) .06 (.03)* 
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict 
 
.09 (.04)* .03 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,   p  < .10 
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Figure 9. Two-path mediated effect for children’s internalizing problems.  
Note.  *** p < .01, * p < .05. 
 
Interactions by Developmental Timing: Moderation Models. The potential for 
time-varying differences in the impact of work family conflict were examined by 
investigating whether the effects of work-family conflict were stronger during certain 
developmental periods (i.e., early childhood and pre-adolescence). The moderating effect 
of developmental timing was examined in two ways, using a categorical and linear 
approach to coding child age. Specifically, interaction terms for categorical 
developmental period variables—early childhood (24 months) and early adolescence (6th 
grade)—and work-family conflict were computed, first. Middle childhood (54 months & 
4th grade) was the omitted group in these analyses. Second, interaction terms for linear 
time and work-family conflict and quadratic time and work-family conflict were 
computed. All developmental period variables were entered at level-1 in separate models 
for internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. These models examined whether 
the association between work-family conflict and behavior problems within-families 
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varied as a function of developmental status. Please note that the quadratic time trend was 
removed from these developmental status interaction models (i.e., early childhood and 
early adolescence models) because of collinearity and model-convergence problems.  
Results suggested that the impact of work-family conflict did not appear to 
significantly differ by developmental periods within-families (Table 18). That is, changes 
in work-family conflict were not more strongly associated with problems in early 
childhood compared to middle childhood, nor were they more strongly associated with 
problems in early adolescence than in middle childhood. Although the interaction terms 
for early childhood were both negative for internalizing and externalizing problem 
models and the interaction terms for early adolescence were positive for both 
internalizing and externalizing problem models, suggesting a linear trend, moderator 
effects for the linear age term were also null (see Table 19). In other words, there was no 
evidence that the association between work-family conflict and children’s social-
emotional problems differed as a function of developmental timing within-families.  
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Table 18 
Conditional Growth Model for Average Problem Score Interactions by Developmental Period  
 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
  
Average problems (intercept) 1.90 (.06)*** 3.12 (.08)*** 
Work-family conflict .16 (.04)*** .18 (.07)*** 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.03 (.03) -.23 (.02)*** 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
-.01 (.02) .00 (.02) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict  
 
.10 (.04)** .02 (.06) 
Time-varying Early 
Adolescence 
 
.13 (.13) .41 (.12)** 
Time-varying Early Childhood 
 
1.69 (.13)*** 1.84 (.17)*** 
Time-varying Early Childhood  
x WF Conflict 
 
-.09 (.08) -.08 (.09) 
Time-varying Early 
Adolescence x WF Conflict 
 
.03 (.06) .09 (.07) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  < .01,  *  p  < .05,  p  < .10 
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Table 19 
Conditional Growth Model for Average Problem Score Interactions by Linear Time  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
1.90 (.06)** 
 
3.12 (.08)*** 
Work-family conflict .16 (.04)*** .18 (.07)* 
 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.12 (.02)*** -.36 (.03)*** 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.02) .00 (.02) 
Child age (quadratic change 
in problems) 
 
.06 (.01)*** .07 (.01)*** 
Work-family conflict -.01 (.00) -.01 (.01) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict  
 
.02 (.09) -.06 (.11) 
Time-varying Time x WF 
Conflict 
 
.02 (.02) .02 (.02) 
Time-varying Time
2
 x WF 
Conflict 
 
.01 (.01) .01 (.00) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Supplemental Results 
 As robustness checks and means of exploring alternative patterns of association 
between the study variables, several supplemental analyses were conducted. Of particular 
note, Poisson lagged multilevel models were estimated using reduced scale scores and 
multilevel models were estimated examining the contemporaneous associations between 
work-family conflict and children’s internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors. 
As with the primary analyses, mediation and moderation models were also examined in 
these supplemental models. In addition, see the Appendix for results from 
contemporaneous models using T-scores and reduced scale scores. In general, these 
alternative modeling strategies provided evidence that the results from the primary 
models were fairly robust to respecification.  
Growth Models for Poisson Models. Conditional models examining the 
association between both time-invariant and time-varying work-family conflict and 
children’s social-emotional problems were estimated. Note that estimates from these 
models are event rate ratios, which are interpreted as the percent change in the outcome 
variable (e.g., internalizing problems) associated with an increase of 1-unit in the 
predictor variable (e.g., work-family conflict). With regard to the sign, there is no effect 
if event ratios are equal to one, there is a negative effect if event ratios are smaller than 
one, and there is a positive effect if event ratios are larger than one.   
In lagged Poisson models estimating children’s externalizing problems, the 
quadratic time term was omitted because it was non-significant in unconditional models; 
both linear and quadratic terms were included in lagged Poisson models for internalizing 
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problems. Unconditional models for internalizing and externalizing problems, as well as 
figures depicting the respective unconditional growth trajectories for both internalizing 
and externalizing problems, can be found in the Appendix. Table 20 displays results for 
the conditional models with coefficients for time-invariant and time-varying covariates 
omitted for brevity (see Appendix for covariates results). Results obtained in these 
HGLM models were substantively similar to those presented in the HLM multilevel 
models with average problem scores. The effect sizes, however, were somewhat smaller.  
With regard to between-family differences, a 1-point difference in average work-
family conflict was associated with an 8% difference in internalizing problems and a 7% 
difference in externalizing problems, respectively. In addition, at levels approaching 
statistical significance (i.e., p = .053), time-varying work-family conflict was associated 
with changes in children’s internalizing problems within-families: for each additional 1-
point increase in work-family conflict within-families, child’s later internalizing 
problems increased 5% (1.05; 95% CI [1.00-1.11]). Similar to results from the primary 
models, average work-family conflict was not associated with changes in children’s 
internalizing or externalizing problems, and within-family changes in work-family 
conflict were not associated with later within-child changes in children’s externalizing 
problems.  
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Table 20 
Conditional Poisson Growth Model for Children’s Reduced Scale Problem Scores 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Level-2 
    
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
.50 (.04)** 
 
1.65 
(1.53-1.78) 
 
.89 (.05)*** 
 
2.4 
(2.21-2.73) 
Work-family conflict .07 (.03)* 1.08 
(1.01-1.15) 
.07 (.03)* 1.07 
(1.01-1.13) 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
.02 (.01) 1.02 
(1.00-1.05) 
-.12 (.01)*** 
 
.89 
(.87-.91) 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.99-1.02) 
 
.01 (.01) 1.01 
(.99-1.02) 
Child age (quadratic 
change in problems) 
 
-.01(.00) .99 
(.99-1.00) 
 
--- --- 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.00) 
--- --- 
Level-1     
Time-varying Work-
family conflict  
 
.05 (.03) 1.05 
(1.00-1.07) 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.96-1.04) 
 
Note. *** p < .001,** p < .01, * p < .05,  p < .10 
 
 
Mediation results from Poisson models were also, on average, very similar to 
primary models. Table 21 displays the full mediation model for path β3, as estimated in 
the Poisson models. Maternal sensitivity was significantly associated with between-
family differences in average levels of externalizing problems (b = -.12, p < .05); for 
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every one unit increase in maternal sensitivity, children’s externalizing behavior 
problems decreased 12% (.88; 95% CI [.80-.98]). This result was consistent with the 
primary mediation results, although with Poisson models only the joint significance test 
method of determining mediation was significant; the product-of-coefficients did not 
attain statistical significance, (95% CI [-.0003, .0085]). Furthermore, maternal sensitivity 
was not significantly associated with changes in externalizing problems; maternal 
sensitivity was also not associated with internalizing problems, in any of these model 
specifications.  
A two-path mediation model was also estimated for reduced scale scores, with 
maternal depression as the only mediator (Table 22). According to the joint significance 
test approach and the product-of-coefficients approach, evidence of mediation was 
obtained for both children’s internalizing problems (95% CI [.042, .095]) externalizing 
problems (95% CI [.065, .087]). These results are similar to those reported from average 
score models, with significant evidence of maternal depression as a mediator of between-
family differences in average levels of internalizing and externalizing problems.  
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Table 21 
 
Conditional Poisson Growth Meditation Model for Children’s Reduced Scale Scores (Path β3) 
 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Level-2 
    
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
.51 (.04)*** 
 
1.67 
(1.56-2.05) 
 
 
.90 (.05)*** 
 
2.49 
(2.24-2.76) 
Maternal sensitivity .06 (.05) 1.06 
(.96-1.18) 
-.12 (.05)* .88 
(.80-.97) 
Maternal depression .19 (.03)*** 1.21 
(1.13-1.29) 
.19 (.02)*** 1.20 
(1.15-1.26) 
 
Work-family conflict .01(.03) 1.01 
(.94-1.08) 
.00 (.03) 1.00 
(.95-1.06) 
 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.02 (.01) 1.02 
(.99-1.04) 
 
-.12 (.01)***  .89 
(.87-.91) 
 
Maternal sensitivity 
 
.01 (.01) 1.01 
(.99-1.02) 
 
-.01 (.01) .99 
(.98-1.01) 
Maternal depression 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.01) 
.01 (.00) 1.01 
(1.00-1.02) 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.99-1.02) 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.98-1.02) 
 
Child age (quadratic change in 
problems) 
 
-.01 (.00)  .99 
(.99-1.00) 
--- 
 
 
--- 
 
Maternal sensitivity 
 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.01) 
 
--- --- 
Maternal depression 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(1.00-1.01) 
--- --- 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.00) 
--- --- 
Level-1  
 
  
Time-varying Maternal sensitivity 
 
-.01 (.02) .99 
(.94-1.04) 
 
-.03 (.02) .97 
(.94-1.01) 
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
.02 (.02) 1.02 
(.98-1.06) 
.02 (.02) 1.02 
(.98-1.07) 
 
Time-varying Work-family conflict .05 (.02)  1.05 
(1.00-1.10) 
 
.00 (.02) 1.00 
(.96-1.04) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10
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Table 22 
Conditional Poisson Growth Meditation Model for Children’s Reduced Scale Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
 
Event Rate 
 
Level-2 
 
    
Average Problems (intercept) 
 
.51 (.04)*** 1.67 
(1.55-1.80) 
.91 (.05)*** 2.50 
(2.25-2.77) 
Maternal Depression .18 (.03)*** 1.20 
(1.13-1.28) 
.20 (.02)*** 1.22 
(1.16-1.28) 
 
Work-family conflict .01(.03) 1.01 
(.95-1.08) 
.00 (.03) 1.00 
(.94-1.06) 
 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
.02 (.01) 1.02 
(.99-1.05) 
-.12 (.01)***  .89 
(.87-.91) 
 
Maternal Depression 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.01) 
.01 (.00) 1.01 
(1.00-1.02) 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.02) 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.99-1.02) 
 
Child age (quadratic change in 
problems) 
 
-.01 (.00) .99 
(.98-1.00) 
--- 
 
 
--- 
 
Maternal depression 
 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(1.00-1.01) 
--- --- 
Work-family conflict .00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.00) 
--- --- 
Level-1     
Time-varying Maternal 
depression 
 
.02 (.02) 1.02 
(.98-1.06) 
.02 (.02) 1.02 
(.98-1.07) 
 
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict 
.05 (.02) 1.05 
(1.00-1.10) 
.00 (.02) 1.00 
(.96-1.04) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10  
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Results for interactions by developmental period estimated with Poisson models 
are displayed in Table 23. These results differed from the primary interaction models in 
one interesting way: changes in work-family conflict appeared to be more strongly 
associated with externalizing problems in early adolescence compared to middle 
childhood. This interaction, however, was not quite statistically significant (1.07; 95% CI 
[.99-1.14]) and, more generally, as with average score models, a linear time interaction 
term was not significant for either internalizing or externalizing problems (Table 24).  
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Table 23 
Conditional Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores and Interactions by Developmental 
Period  
  
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
  
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Rate 
 
Level-2 
    
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
.50 (.04)*** 
 
1.64 
(1.53-1.77) 
 
 
.90 (.05)*** 
 
2.47 
(2.23-2.73) 
Work-family conflict .07 (.03)* 1.08 
(1.01-1.15) 
 
.06 (.03)* 1.07 
(1.01-1.13) 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.02 (.01) .98 
(.95-1.01) 
 
-.13 (.02)*** 
 
.88 
(.858-.91) 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.98-1.02) 
-.01 (.01) .99 
(.97-1.01) 
Level-1     
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict  
 
.06 (.03) 1.06 
(1.00-1.12) 
.01(.03) 1.01 
(.95-1.07) 
Time-varying Early 
Adolescence 
 
.09 (.09) 1.10 
(.91-1.33) 
.20 (.07)* 1.23 
(.06-1.43) 
 
Time-varying Early 
Childhood 
 
 
-.41 (.07)*** 
 
.67 
(.58-.77) 
 
-.07 (.09) 
 
.93 
(.73-1.15) 
 
Time-varying Early 
Childhood  x WF Conflict 
 
 
-.05 (.05) 
 
.95 
(.86-1.05) 
 
-.08 (.05) 
 
.93 
(.83-1.03) 
 
Time-varying Early 
Adolescence x WF Conflict 
 
.00 (.04) 1.00 
(.92-1.09) 
.06 (.03) 1.06 
(.99-1.14) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  < .01,  *  p  < .05,  p < .10. 
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Table 24 
Conditional Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores and Interactions by Linear Time  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Ratio 
 
Coefficient 
(SE) 
 
Event Ratio 
 
Level-2 
    
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
.51 (.04)*** 
 
1.65 
(1.53-1.78) 
 
.90 (.05)*** 
 
2.46 
(2.22-2.73) 
 
Work-family 
conflict 
 
.07 (.03)* 
 
1.08 
(1.01-1.15) 
 
.07 (.03)* 
 
1.07 
(1.03-1.13) 
 
Child age (linear 
change in problems) 
 
.02 (.01) 1.02 
(.99-1.04) 
 
-.11 (.01)** 
 
.89 
(.87-.92) 
 
Work-family 
conflict 
 
.00 (.01) 1.01 
(.99-1.03) 
.00 (.01) 1.00 
(.98-1.03) 
 
Child age (quadratic 
change in problems) 
 
Work-family 
conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
 
-.01 (.01) 
1.00 
(.99-1.01) 
 
.99 
(.98-1.01) 
--- 
 
 
--- 
 
--- 
 
 
--- 
 
Level-1     
Time-varying Work-
family conflict  
 
.01 (.06) 1.01 
(.89-1.15) 
.00 (.02) 1.01 
(.91-1.12) 
 
Time-varying Time 
x WF Conflict 
 
.00 (.00)  1.00 
(.98-1.01) 
.01 (.01)  1.01 
(.99-1.03) 
 
Time-varying Time
2
 
x WF Conflict 
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(.99-1.01) 
 
--- 
 
--- 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
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 Contemporaneous Models. Unconditional models and conditional models for 
the contemporaneous associations between work-family conflict and children’s behavior 
problems were also estimated. Results, including tables and figures, for unconditional 
models for children’s internalizing and externalizing problems can be found in the 
Appendix. Results for conditional models are further discussed below. Results from 
contemporaneous models with average scores produced substantively similar results to 
lagged models with a few notable exceptions.  
Within-family changes in work-family conflict were not significantly associated 
with within-child changes in children’s internalizing problems (see Table 25). Work-
family conflict, however, accounted for significant between-family differences in both 
average levels of internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. In terms of effect 
size, a one standard deviation difference in work-family conflict was associated with 
about 15% of a standard deviation difference in internalizing problems and 
approximately 16% of a standard deviation difference in externalizing problems. 
Moreover, time-varying conflict was not significantly associated with within-family 
changes in children’s externalizing behavior problems in contemporaneous models. In 
addition, work-family conflict was not significantly associated with average changes in 
children’s externalizing and internalizing problems. 
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Table 25 
Contemporaneous Conditional Growth Model for Average Problem Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
2.12 (.07)*** 
 
3.16 (.08)*** 
Work-family conflict .22 (.05)*** .30 (.06)*** 
Child age (linear changes 
in problems) 
 
-.24 (.02) *** -.45 (.03)*** 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.02) -.03 (.02) 
Level-1    
Time-varying Work-
family conflict  
 
.03 (.04) .05 (.05)  
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05 
 
A three-path mediated effect passing through both mediators (i.e., maternal 
depression and maternal sensitivity) was also demonstrated in contemporaneous models 
for between-family differences in average levels of children’s externalizing problems. As 
displayed in Table 26, results indicated that work-family conflict was significantly 
associated with average levels of depression (first path, β1). After controlling for work-
family conflict, maternal depression was significantly associated with average levels of 
maternal sensitivity (b = -.08, p < .05) (i.e., the second path, β2) (Table 27). Finally, the 
third path in the mediation model, β3, was significant for average levels of children’s 
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externalizing problems (Table 28). Specifically, maternal sensitivity was significantly 
associated with between-family differences in children’s externalizing problems (b =-.42, 
p < .001).   
According to both the joint significance tests approach and the product-of-
coefficients test (95% CI [.002, .024]), there was significant evidence of a three-path 
mediated effect linking work-family conflict to children’s externalizing problems via 
maternal depression and maternal sensitivity. This result was consistent with the primary 
mediation results and those obtained using reduced scale scores.  
A two-path mediated effect with maternal depression was also estimated for 
children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. Results indicated that maternal 
depression significantly mediated the association between work-family conflict and 
children’s internalizing and externalizing problems, respectively (see Table 29). This 
two-path mediated effect was confirmed by the joint significance test approach and the 
product-of-coefficients tests for both internalizing (95% CI [.100, .196]) and 
externalizing problems (95% CI [.113, .214]). Taken together these results lend support 
to a theoretical model of family stress that links work-family experiences to children’s 
outcomes via family stress processes (e.g., maternal depression and maternal sensitivity). 
Results presented here were substantively similar across model specifications with regard 
to significance and direction of effects. 
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Table 26 
Contemporaneous Conditional Growth Model for Work-family Conflict and Maternal 
Depression Scores (Path β1) 
 
 
 
Maternal Depression 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
 
Average Maternal depression (intercept) 
 
 
2.62 (.07)*** 
Work-family conflict .38 (.04)*** 
Child age (linear change in depression) 
 
.00 (.02)  
Work-family conflict 
 
.01 (.01) 
Level-1  
Time-varying Work-family conflict  
 
.12 (.05)* 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *p  <  .05. 
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Table 27 
Conditional Growth Model for Maternal Sensitivity (Path β2)  
 
 
 
Maternal Sensitivity 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
 
Maternal sensitivity (intercept) 
 
-.06 (.05) 
Maternal depression -.08 (.03)* 
Work-family conflict -.01 (.04) 
Child age (linear changes in sensitivity) 
 
-.00 (.01) 
Maternal depression 
 
.00 (.01) 
Work-family conflict -.01 (.01) 
Level-1  
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
.01 (.02) 
Time-varying Work-family conflict -.01 (.03) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .001, *  p  < .05,   p  < .10. 
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Table 28 
Contemporaneous Conditional Growth Meditation Model for Average Problem Scores (Path β3)  
 
 
 
Internalizing 
Problems 
 
 
Externalizing 
Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average Problems (intercept) 
 
 
2.15 (.06)*** 
 
3.17 (.03)*** 
Maternal Sensitivity -.13 (.09) -.42 (.09)*** 
Maternal Depression .38 (.04)*** .40 (.05)*** 
Work-family conflict .09 (.05) .16 (.06)** 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.24 (.02)***  -.45 (.02)*** 
Maternal Sensitivity .00 (.00) .04 (.02) 
Maternal Depression 
 
-.02 (.01)  -.05 (.01)** 
Work-family conflict 
 
.00(.00) -.01(.02) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Maternal sensitivity -.07 (.05) -.12 (.08) 
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
.06 (.03)* .09 (.04)* 
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.02 (.04) .04 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  < .10. 
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Table 29 
Contemporaneous Conditional Growth Meditation Model for Average Problem Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing 
Problems 
 
 
Externalizing 
Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
2.15 (.06)*** 
 
3.19 (.08)*** 
Maternal depression .39 (.04)*** .43 (.05)*** 
Work-family conflict .09 (.05) .16 (.06)* 
Child age (linear change in 
problems) 
 
-.24 (.02)***  -.45 (.03)*** 
Maternal depression 
 
-.03 (.01)* -.05 (.01)*** 
Work-family conflict 
 
.01 (.00) -.01 (.02) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Maternal depression 
 
.06 (.03)* .09 (.04)* 
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.02 (.04) .04 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  < .10. 
 
Moderation analyses yielded one interesting finding (see Table 30). Specifically, 
changes in work-family conflict appeared to be less strongly associated with internalizing 
problems as children grew older. This interaction, however, was not quite statistically 
significant (b = -.06, p < .10). Moreover, as with lagged models, a linear time interaction 
term was not significant for externalizing problems, nor were developmental period 
 100 
 
interactions terms for children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. Taken 
together, there was little evidence, regardless of modeling strategy, to suggest that 
associations between work-family conflict and child social-emotional outcomes differed 
as a function of child age. 
Table 30 
Contemporaneous Conditional Growth Model for Average Problem Score Interactions by 
Linear Time  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (intercept) 
 
 
2.12 (.07)*** 
 
3.16 (.08)*** 
Work-family conflict .22 (.05)*** .30 (.06)*** 
Child age (linear changes in 
problems) 
 
-.29 (.04) *** -.49 (.04)*** 
 
Work-family conflict 
 
.05 (.02) .02 (.03) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict  
 
.08 (.05) .10 (.06) 
Time-varying Work-family 
conflict x Child age 
 
-.06 (.03) -.05 (.03) 
Note. *** p  < .001,  p  < .10. 
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 Analyses Comparing Mothers with High Work-family Conflict, Low Work-
family Conflict, and No Work-family Conflict (Unemployed). In addition to analyses 
considering the effects of work-family conflict among employed mothers, supplemental 
analyses examined the comparative effects of high work-family conflict vs. low work-
family conflict vs. no work-family conflict. A dummy coding procedure was utilized 
dividing mothers into high work-family conflict, low work-family conflict, and 
unemployed (i.e., no work-family conflict) groups. Mothers with work-family conflict 
scores greater than zero were classified as having high levels of work-family conflict, 
whereas mothers with work-family conflict scores less than zero were classified as 
having low levels of work-family conflict (i.e., rewarding work and family 
circumstances). Mothers who were unemployed were classified as having no work-family 
conflict. Results for both lagged and contemporaneous models are presented in the 
Appendix.  
 Results indicated that children of mothers with low levels of conflict had, on 
average, lower levels of both internalizing and externalizing problems compared to 
mothers with high levels of work-family conflict. These results were robust across model 
specifications. There was some evidence to suggest that within-family changes that 
moved mothers from low work-family conflict to high work-family conflict were 
associated with within-child increases in children’s problems. Taken together, results 
suggested that children of mothers with rewarding work and family experiences 
demonstrated fewer social-emotional problems compared to children whose mothers 
experienced higher levels of work-family conflict.  
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 Moreover, within-family changes that moved mothers from low work-family 
conflict to no work-family conflict (i.e., unemployed) were associated with 
contemporaneous within-child increases in children’s internalizing and externalizing 
problems. These associations were not evident in lagged models, however. Finally, 
results revealed no significant within-family and between-family differences between 
children of mothers with high levels of work-family conflict and unemployed mothers. In 
other words, children of mothers with high levels of work-family conflict were 
statistically indistinguishable from children of unemployed mothers.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
Historic increases in maternal employment have created new challenges for 
families in balancing work and family demands. While increases in maternal employment 
have stimulated a large body of research on its effects on child growth, the consequences 
of conflicting maternal work and family roles on children’s social-emotional outcomes 
have received far less attention. The limited work that has been conducted on work-
family conflict and child outcomes has been, in large part, cross-sectional rather than 
longitudinal (i.e., concerned with child growth). To redress this gap in field’s cumulative 
knowledge, the present study provided a longitudinal examination of children’s social-
emotional problems from early childhood through early adolescence as a function of 
mother’s experiences of work-family conflict. In addition, following theory on family 
stress processes and developmental vulnerabilities (e.g., transition-linked turning points, 
developmental impingement theory), maternal depression and maternal sensitivity were 
examined as mediators of associations between conflict and social-emotional growth and 
developmental timing of work-family conflict was examined as a moderator. 
 To address concerns over omitted variable bias and the various means by which 
work-family conflict might have consequences for children’s social-emotional well-
being, several modeling approaches were used to investigate the study questions, 
including models that assumed contemporaneous relations and models that assumed 
lagged relations between work-family conflict and child functioning. Across these 
various modeling approaches, results were generally robust. As expected, work-family 
conflict was associated with children’s social-emotional problems both within- and 
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between-families. Although there was little support for the prediction that the effects of 
work-family conflict vary as a function of developmental timing, results supported a 
theoretical model of family stress in which maternal depression and maternal sensitivity 
served as mediators between work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional 
problems.     
Associations between Work-family Conflict and Child Outcomes 
 One of the most important findings in the present study was that associations 
between work-family conflict and child outcomes were more consistently evident in 
models in which lagged work-family conflict scores were used as predictors rather than 
work-family conflict scores measured contemporaneously with child outcomes. This has 
at least two critical implications. First, this pattern of results provides some evidence that 
the developmental consequences may not be immediate and acute, but accrue over time. 
Second, this modeling strategy provided clear temporal ordering important for 
establishing causal arguments.   
 Children’s responses to work-family conflict may not be an immediate, acute 
reaction, but rather a slower building and accruing response that evidences in a delayed 
fashion better captured in the lagged models. Indeed, this argument is consistent with 
previous research on work-family spillover that demonstrates short-term, dynamic 
relations between work and family spheres (e.g., Repetti & Wood, 1997), as 
developmental research suggests that family stressors (e.g., work-family conflict) can 
have both immediate and long-term cascade effects (Repetti et al., 2002). In addition, 
lagged models satisfied the assumption of priority, which is important for establishing 
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causal relationships. That is, cause must precede effect; assessments of work-family 
conflict preceded assessments of child functioning. Also, relevant for considerations of 
causality was the fact that associations were evident both between- and within-families.  
 When making between-family comparisons, average levels of work-family 
conflict were significantly associated with both average levels of internalizing and 
externalizing problems. That is, children of mothers with higher levels of work-family 
conflict, on average, demonstrated higher levels of problems than children of mothers 
with lower levels of work-family conflict. Between-family differences may reflect the 
strength of cumulative of work-family conflict. Cumulative scores may have benefited 
from reduced measurement error from multiple assessments of work-family conflict. On 
the other hand, between-family comparisons in these non-experimental data might also be 
biased by unobserved between-family heterogeneity. Yet, these associations were also 
evident in within-child estimates that helped control for some of the unobserved 
heterogeneity.  
Within-family associations between mother’s work-family conflict and children’s 
internalizing problems are particularly powerful, since time-varying work-family conflict 
was centered within-children. Thus, associations between within-family changes in work-
family conflict and internalizing problems were not biased by unobserved time-invariant 
variables. These results provide stronger evidence pointing towards causation; yet, it 
should be noted that these estimates could be biased by time-varying unobserved 
variables, if unobserved factors within-families covaried over time with work-family 
conflict. In an effort to control for such biases, a variety of covariates (e.g., part-time 
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employment status, partner status, income, and household size) were entered in models, 
as both time-varying and time-invariant variables. 
 Moreover, it is arguable that within-child estimates provided a more ecologically 
valid method of examining the impact of work-family conflict, compared with cross-
sectional work. As was evident in the present study, work-family conflict is not a static 
characteristic of women, but rather is dynamic, often changing over time for a variety of 
reasons (e.g., change in job, increased responsibilities at work and/or home, change in 
partner status, birth of a child, etc.). Taken together, these results from lagged 
longitudinal models of both between- and within-family variations add substantively to 
existing literature that has also documented the deleterious consequences of work-family 
conflict, but has primarily been cross-sectional and unable, therefore, to detail these 
dynamic nuances (Crouter et al., 2001; Crouter et al., 1999, Sallinen et al., 2004).   
Family Stress Processes: Mediation Models 
Emerging research on work-family spillover processes, along with increased 
recognition of distal-proximal relations linking developmental contexts have suggested 
that the effects of work-family conflict may be indirect (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2003). 
Identifying intervening variables that link work-family conflict to child outcomes may be 
particularly useful for targeting points of intervention that are the most closely linked 
with child functioning. Following a theoretical model of family stress, maternal 
depression and maternal sensitivity were examined as mediators of the association 
between work-family conflict and child behavior problems both between-and within-
families.  
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Consistent with theory on work-family spillover and family stress processes, there 
was significant evidence that maternal depression and maternal sensitivity mediated the 
associations between work-family conflict and children’s outcomes between-families. 
More precisely, both maternal depression and maternal sensitivity provided an indirect 
link between work-family conflict and children’s externalizing problems. In addition, 
maternal depression served as a mediator of the associations between work-family 
conflict and internalizing and externalizing problems, respectively. These results further 
add to extant research on spillover processes that suggest that the effects of work-family 
conflict are both direct and indirect (Crouter, et al. 1999; Galambos, et al., 1995; Sallinen, 
et al., 2004). In other words, children’s social-emotional well-being can be compromised 
directly by work-family conflict, but can also be harmed by deleterious family processes 
associated with increased levels of conflict.  
It is of note that maternal sensitivity was not significantly related to children’s 
internalizing problems. When increases in work-family conflict were associated with 
declines in maternal mental health and sensitive parenting, children were the most 
vulnerable in the externalizing domain. These results are consistent with previous 
research that has documented unique links between maternal sensitivity and warmth and 
children’s externalizing problems, as sensitivity is important for the development of self-
regulation and adherence to behavioral norms (Bradley & Corwyn, 2007; Campbell, 
Matestic, Stauffenberg, Mohan & Kircher, 2007; Garai et al., 2009; Suchman, 
Rounsaville, DeCoste, & Luthar, 2007). Consequently, children may be especially 
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susceptible to externalizing problems when maternal sensitivity is compromised (Pettit et 
al., 2001; Dodge & Pettit, 2003).  
Despite robust evidence of mediation between-families, there was no evidence of 
mediation within-families. Evidence of between-family mediation might reflect the 
power of cumulative work-family conflict and family stress mediators. Between-family 
estimates, however, are less conservative than estimates of within-family associations and 
may be biased by both fixed and time-varying omitted variables. In addition, measures of 
mediating variables may not have been sensitive enough to capture complex, dynamic 
family events. Yet, the convergence of between-family associations is of note and does 
suggest that the effects of work-family conflict are indirect.   
Developmental Vulnerabilities to Work-family Conflict: Moderation Models 
 There was very little evidence to support the prediction that the consequences of 
work-family conflict would vary as a function of developmental timing. It was 
hypothesized that work-family conflict would be the most detrimental to social-emotional 
growth during early childhood and early adolescence, which are developmental transition 
periods theorized to be critical for healthy growth and development (Allen et al., 1994; 
Eccles et al. 1993; Erikson, 1950; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Steinberg, 1990). 
Regardless of how they were specified, most moderator effects did not reach levels of 
statistical significance. However, in two cases, interactions consistent with the study 
hypotheses approached significance.  
 First, in lagged models, youth appeared to be more sensitive to work-family 
conflict in adolescence compared to middle childhood with regard to externalizing 
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problems. Second, in contemporaneous models, the effects of work-family conflict 
appeared to be more harmful when children were young (i.e., internalizing problems 
decreased over time). Taken together, there was limited evidence to support the 
hypothesis that work-family conflict has differential effects (i.e., is more pernicious) 
within-families as function of developmental timing. Moreover, no evidence indicated 
that average levels of work-family conflict accounted for significant between-family 
differences in changes in both internalizing and externalizing problems over time. 
 Null results in moderation models could, in part, be attributed to the study design. 
Specifically, the strength of the SECCYD work-family conflict and child outcome data 
lies within middle childhood, with more assessments during this period. The final 
assessment of work-family conflict, for example, occurred when the study child was in 
5
th
 grade. Therefore, the data from the present may not have been well-suited to capture 
these developmental effects. Despite the fact that no developmental period can be 
specifically targeted as point of intervention, results do suggest that work-family conflict 
effects unfold over time in a delayed fashion.  
 Limitations  
Sample Limitations. The NICHD SECCYD is geographically- and 
socioeconomically-diverse, but is not diverse with regard to race/ethnicity. Specifically, 
the percentage of White families is particularly high (over 80%). Moreover, the sample 
inclusion criteria excluded families in which the mother did not speak English as a first 
language and was under the age of 18. Families in which the study child had a disability 
were also excluded. These selection criteria may limit the generalizability of the present 
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study by excluding families who are particularly likely to experience difficult work-
family circumstances.  
Methodological Limitations. Despite a number of methodological strengths, the 
present study has several limitations. First, establishing causal associations between 
work-family conflict and children’s outcomes was not possible using this observational 
data. While within-family estimates were not susceptible to bias caused by unobserved 
heterogeneity that was fixed, unobserved time-varying variables may have biased 
estimates. As such, omitted variable bias is a concern. To address these concerns, both 
time-varying (e.g., partner status) and time-invariant covariates (e.g., maternal verbal 
intelligence) were included in analyses to help control such biases.  
 Second, mothers reported their perceptions of work-family conflict and depressive 
symptoms, as well as their children’s behavior problems. Therefore, shared method bias 
is of concern. In all mediation models, work-family conflict and maternal depression 
were measured contemporaneously. While it was hypothesized that work-family conflict 
would lead to increases in maternal depression, the direction of the relationship is unclear 
(i.e., depression may actually precede work-family conflict). In contemporaneous 
mediation models, all family stress variables and child outcomes were assessed at the 
same time. This is problematic, as women who are depressed may interpret normal child 
behavior negatively (Fergusson, Lynskey, & Horwood, 1993). However, maternal reports 
of child behavior by depressed mothers may actually be accurate assessments (Conrad & 
Hammen, 1989). It is worth noting that assessments of maternal sensitivity were derived 
from ratings by independent observers. Furthermore, it is arguable maternal reports of 
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work-family conflict are an advantage. Work-family conflict is based on subjective 
experience, despite the fact that it is thought to be influenced by actual conditions in work 
and home spheres (Williams & Alliger, 1994). 
 Third, results from primary models were generally robust to model 
respecification, with one notable exception. Specifically, within-family associations 
approached, but did attain not levels of statistical significance in Poisson models. Poisson 
models used reduced scale scores that had a limited number of items—items common 
across all versions of the CBCL. These results may in fact be a reflection of the limited 
items that addressed homotypic continuity in behavior, but failed to capture heterotypic 
continuity (Magnusson & Stattin, 1998).  
Conclusions, Policy and Practice Implications, and Directions for Future Research 
 Results of this research advance our understanding of the developmental 
consequences of work-family conflict for children’s social-emotional growth. Using 
longitudinal data from a socioeconomically-diverse sample of families, the present study 
estimated between- and within-family associations between mothers’ perceptions of 
work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional functioning. Work-family conflict 
had negative consequences for children’s social-emotional growth, with evidence of both 
between- and within-family associations. Of particular note is that within-family changes 
in work-family conflict were associated with later within-child changes in children’s 
internalizing problems. These results suggest that effects of conflict are not immediate, 
but rather appear to unfold over time. 
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 The effects of work-family conflict also appeared to be indirect, with family stress 
processes helping explain between-family differences in children’s social-emotional 
problems. These results support a theoretical model of family stress with maternal 
depression and, in some cases, maternal sensitivity, serving as indirect links between 
work-family conflict and children’s social-emotional outcomes.  
 A notable strength of the present study was the wide variety of modeling 
strategies employed to estimate the associations between work-family conflict and 
children’s social-emotional outcomes, including models that estimated contemporaneous 
and lagged relations between work-family conflict and child outcomes. In addition, 
children’s problems scores were specified three ways, thus providing a thorough 
investigation of these associations. Results were generally robust to respecification, 
providing consistent evidence of associations between work-family conflict and 
children’s outcomes both between- and within-families.  
 Additionally, the use of data from a socioeconomically-diverse, longitudinal 
sample is another advantage. This data was rich with regard to employment information, 
parenting variables, and child outcomes and permitted the estimation of growth 
trajectories and mediation models. These features of the data allowed the present study to 
redress important omissions in the literature, as longitudinal data has rarely been used to 
examine developmental consequences of work-family conflict. Furthermore, extant 
research on work-family conflict has been primarily limited to smaller samples of blue-
collar or working-class families.  
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 Intervention Applications. Results from the present study indicate that work-
family conflict is related to children’s social-emotional growth directly and indirectly. 
Accordingly, potential intervention applications could target factors associated with 
work-family conflict directly or address the mediating processes through which work-
family conflict affects children more proximally (e.g., mother-child relations). Moreover, 
interventions could target both distal (e.g., work) and proximal (e.g., family) 
developmental contexts. With regard to distal contexts, workplace policies could be 
altered to be more family-friendly. Workplaces, for example, could increase work 
schedule flexibility to ease the balancing of work and family roles. There is some 
evidence, however, that despite the availability of these policies, individuals may be 
reluctant to take advantage of them, especially within certain workplace cultures that 
value face time over productivity (Hochschild, 1997).   
 More proximally, interventions could target factors associated with work-family 
conflict or processes that relay conflict to children’s outcomes within the home. Division 
of labor between partners, for example, may figure largely in maternal perceptions of 
work-family conflict. Considerable research indicates that mothers shoulder the burden of 
work at home, in addition to engaging in paid employment outside the home (Hochschild, 
1989). Therefore, increased sharing of responsibilities within the home (e.g., childrearing, 
housework) may lead to decreases in work-family conflict and stress (Hochschild, 1989). 
Changing these roles and responsibilities may be difficult, however, as division of labor 
within the home is often shaped by entrenched gender schemas (Hochschild, 1989). 
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  Furthermore, interventions could also target mediating processes, such as 
maternal depression (i.e., clinical interventions). The internet has the great potential to 
help individuals who have busy schedules (e.g., working mothers), with some evidence 
that intervention programs delivered via the internet are effective in reducing depressive 
symptoms (Christensen, Griffiths, & Jorm, 2004).  
 Future Research. While the present study addresses several gaps in the literature, 
many questions concerning the relationship between work-family conflict and children’s 
social-emotional growth remain. For example, the present study did not examine factors 
that contribute to heightened perceptions of work-family conflict. Employment 
conditions (e.g., inflexible work schedules) and factors within both the family (e.g., 
division of labor within the home) and individual (e.g. type A personality) may affect 
children’s well-being directly or indirectly via work-family conflict. The relative 
influence of each on work-family conflict and subsequent child outcomes is largely 
unknown, however. Delineating the factors that lead to increases in work-family conflict 
may be particularly important for designing effective preventive and intervention efforts.  
Furthermore, additional research should disentangle the relative impact of time-, 
strain-, and behavior-based conflicts on maternal work-family conflict. That is, empirical 
work could illuminate the importance of each for overall conflict. While there is a wealth 
of research on time- and strain-based conflict among working mothers, this research 
generally has yet to connect these experiences to child growth. Disentangling the relative 
influence of each may also be important for designing interventions that have the most 
potential to mitigate perceptions of conflicting work and family demands. 
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Finally, the present study incorporates partner status and partner employment 
status, but does not consider other factors that are important for working families. 
Research and popular press point towards the vital role a partner can play in supporting a 
working mother through help at home (e.g., sharing housework or childrearing activities) 
and emotional support (Hochschild, 1989; 1997). As previously noted, support from 
spouses within the home is likely to influence perceptions of work-family conflict 
greatly, but limited work has considered how these factors (i.e., division of labor) may 
influence child growth. Moreover, the present study does not consider how spousal 
experiences of work-family conflict may independently impact youth or work in concert 
with maternal experiences to create higher levels of risk. Fathers may have very different 
work-family conflict, given traditional gender roles and the fact that they often serve as 
the primary breadwinner within the family (Hochschild, 1989) 
While more work is necessary to clarify the developmental implications of work-
family conflict, the present study contributes substantively to our understanding of this 
stressor by demonstrating associations between work-family conflict and children’s 
social-emotional growth using longitudinal data. Family stress processes examined in the 
present study provide potential points of intervention. Further research on intervention 
targets in both distal and proximal contexts, as well as factors that influence perceptions 
of work-family conflict have the potential to inform developmental research and public 
policy. This work will be critical as maternal employment continues to be a normative 
phenomenon in American life and families face increasing challenges for balancing work 
and family roles in the 21
st
 century. 
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Appendix A. Reduced Scales for Internalizing Problems  
1.Cries a lot  
2.Nervous  
3.Self-Conscious  
4.Too fearful/anxious  
5.Shy  
6.Sad  
7.Underactive  
8.Withdrawn  
9.Worries  
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Appendix B. Reduced Scales for Externalizing Problems 
1. Can’t concentrate  
2. Can’t sit still  
3. Cruel to animals 
4. Destroys own things 
5. Destroys things that belong to others, family  
6. Doesn’t seem guilty after misbehaving  
7. Gets in many fights  
8. Physically attacks people  
9. Temper tantrums  
10. Loud  
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Appendix C. Additional Tables for Covariates and Supplemental Results   
 
Table C31 
Covariates for Conditional Lagged Growth Model for Children’s Average Problem Scores 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e., intercept) 
 
1.90 (.06)*** 
 
 
3.12 (.08)*** 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.21 (.16) 
 
-.22 (.18) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.18 (.15) 
 
-.28 (.18) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.09 (.04)* 
 
-.01 (.06) 
 
Gender 
 
.09 (.08) 
 
-.17 (.09) 
 
Black 
 
-.02 (.12) 
 
-.02 (.18) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.01 (.16) 
 
-.18 (.23) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.19 (.15) 
 
-.31 (.22) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.08 (.14) 
 
.02 (.19) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
-.03 (.01)* 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
-.06 (.03)* 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
.30 (.24) .60 (.32) 
Average low quality child care 
 
.39 (.23) .96 (.32)** 
Average high child care hours -.21 (.27) .05 (.36) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
-.03 (.23) -.04 (.03) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.13 (.02)*** 
 
-.37 (.02)** 
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Average maternal occupation status 
 
.02 (.03) 
 
.05 (.04) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.00) 
 
.02 (.01) 
 
Average partner status 
 
.01 (.04) 
 
.03 (.04) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.02 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Gender 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
Black 
 
-.03 (.03) 
 
-.01 (.03) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.04 (.04) 
 
.02 (.05) 
Hispanic 
 
-.04 (.03) 
 
-.02 (.05) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.00 (.03) 
 
.04 (.04) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.01 (.00)* 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.01 (.01) 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
.00 (.01) -.04 (.07) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.04 (.06) -.12 (.07)  
Average high child care hours -.01 (.07) .04 (.08) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
-.01 (.06) -.02 (.08) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) 
 
.06 (.00)*** 
 
.07(.01)*** 
 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
-.02 (.01) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.02 (.02) 
 
-.03 (.01)* 
Average household size 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Gender 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Black 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
.01(.01) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.01 (.01) 
 
.03 (.02) 
Hispanic 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.01 (.01) 
 
.02 (.02) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
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Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
-.01 (.00)* 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
.00 (.02) .03 (.02) 
Average low quality child care 
 
.02 (.02) .05 (.02)* 
Average high child care hours .01 (.02) .00 (.02) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
.01 (.02) .01 (.02) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Household size 
 
.01 (.05) 
 
.07 (.06) 
 
Time-varying Maternal part-time 
employment 
 
.10 (.11) 
 
.06 (.11) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.05 (.13) 
 
.07 (.17) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.02) 
 
.00 (.03) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10.
 140 
 
Table C32 
 
Conditional Lagged Growth Model for Children’s T-scores 
 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e., intercept) 
 
48.14 (.36)*** 
 
 
48.51 (.46)*** 
Average work-family conflict 
 
.99 (.31)** .73 (.29)* 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-1.23 (1.00) 
 
-.70 (.81) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.14 (.11) 
 
-.11 (.09) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.67(.78) 
 
-1.09 (.99) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.70 (.24)** 
 
-.17 (.28) 
 
Gender 
 
.08 (.42) 
 
-.78 (.41) 
 
Black 
 
-.52 (.69) 
 
-.11 (.81) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.39 (.932 
 
-.73 (1.13) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-1.20 (.90) 
 
-1.83 (1.00) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.12 (.76) 
 
.56  (.87) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.06 (.06) 
 
-.14 (.06)* 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Maternal education 
 
-.07 (.12) 
 
-.21 (.12) 
 
Average high quality child care 1.85 (1.32) 
 
2.51 (1.58) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
2.33 (1.43) 
 
3.75 (1.46)** 
 
Average high child care hours -2.08 (1.62) -.1.13 (1.75) 
 
Average low child care hours 
 
-.91 (1.45) 
 
-1.56 (1.52) 
   
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.15 (.09) 
 
-.83 (.09)*** 
 
Average work-family conflict .12 (.07) .08 (.06) 
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Average maternal occupation status 
 
.09 (.19) 
 
.16 (.17) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.05 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.03 (.23) 
 
-.05 (.19) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.12 (.07) 
 
-.03 (.06) 
 
Gender 
 
.04 (.10) 
 
.11 (.08) 
 
Black 
 
-.18 (.18) 
 
.01 (.14) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.13 (.21) 
 
.02 (.23) 
Hispanic 
 
-.30 (.20) 
 
-.17 (.21) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.00 (.17) 
 
.00 (.37) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.09 (.17) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.01 (.00)** 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.02 (.03) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Average high quality child care .14 (.32) 
 
-.02 (.30) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.09 (.36) 
 
-.24 (.30) 
 
Average high child care hours 
 
-.12 (.36) .15 (.37) 
Average low child care hours 
 
-.03 (.32) -.03 (.33) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems)  
 
.08 (.03)* 
 
.05(.04) 
 
Average work-family conflict 
 
-.01 (.02) -.01 (.03) 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.06 (.06) 
 
-.07 (.05) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.11 (.10) 
 
-.12 (.06) 
 
Average household size 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
Gender 
 
.01 (.04) 
 
-.10 (.04)* 
 
Black 
 
-.01 (.09) 
 
.08 (.06) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.08 (.08) 
 
.08 (.08) 
Hispanic 
 
.02 (.07) 
 
-.03 (.06) 
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Average part-time employment  
 
.03 (.07) 
 
-.01 (.13) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Average high quality child care -.01 (.11) 
 
.09 (.09) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
.10 (.11) 
 
.10 (.10) 
 
Average high child care hours 
 
-.03 (.13) -.11 (.11) 
Average low child care hours 
 
-.02 (.13) -.02 (.10) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.45 (.22)* .27 (.25) 
Time-varying Household size 
 
.09 (.29) 
 
38 (.25) 
 
Time-varying Maternal part-time employment 
 
.37 (.69) 
 
.11 (.53) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.95 (.85) 
 
.64 (.77) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.16) 
 
-.06 (.14) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
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Table C33 
Conditional Growth Model for Maternal Sensitivity   
 
 
 
Maternal Sensitivity 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
 
 
Average Maternal Sensitivity (intercept) 
 
 
-.03 (.04) 
Work-family Conflict -.02 (.03) 
Child age (linear change in maternal sensitivity) 
 
.00 (.01) 
Work-family Conflict -.01 (.01) 
 
Child age (quadratic change in maternal sensitivity) 
 
 
.00 (.01) 
Work-family Conflict -.00 (.00) 
Level-1  
Time-varying Work-family conflict -.02 (.02) 
 
Note.  p  < .10. 
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Table C34 
Unconditional Poisson Growth Model for Children’s Internalizing Problem Scores  
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Event Ratio 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Ratio (95% CI) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
.50*** (.02) 
 
1.64 
(1.56-1.72) 
 
.309 
 
.701 
 
.590*** 
 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
1.00 
(.99-1.02) 
 .428 .092*** 
Child age (quadratic 
change in problems)  
 
-.01** (.00) .99 
(.99-1.00) 
   
Note. ***p  < .001, **p  < .01. 
 
Table C35 
Unconditional Poisson Growth Model for Children’s Externalizing Problem Scores  
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Event Ratio 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Ratio (95% CI) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
.79*** (.03) 
 
2.20 
(2.06-2.35) 
 
.624 
 
.752 
 
.659*** 
 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
 
-.13*** (.00) 
 
.88 
(.87-.89) 
 
  
.444 
 
.086*** 
Child age (quadratic 
change in problems)  
 
.00 (.00) 1.00 
(1.00-1.01) 
 
   
Note. ***p  < .001. 
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Table C36 
Covariates for Conditional Poisson Lagged Growth Model for Children’s Reduced Scale Scores  
 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e., intercept) 
 
.50 (.04)*** 
 
 
.89 (.05)*** 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.06 (.09) 
 
-.08 (.09) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.16 (.10) 
 
-.28 (.09)** 
 
Average household size 
 
-.07 (.03)** 
 
.03 (.03) 
 
Gender 
 
.05 (.05) 
 
-.25 (.05)*** 
 
Black 
 
-.19 (.08)* 
 
-.11 (.08) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.02 (.11) 
 
-.06 (.12) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.18 (.10) 
 
-.14 (.10) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.01 (.09) 
 
.12 (.10) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
-.01(.01) * 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
-.01(.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.02 (.01) 
 
Average high quality child care -.02 (.15) 
 
.43 (.17)** 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
.05 (.15) 
 
.56 (.17)*** 
 
Average high child care hours -.20 (.17) -.29 (.18) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
-.10 (.14) -.32 (.17) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.02 (.01) 
 
-.12 (.01)*** 
 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
.01 (.02) 
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Average income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.03 (.02) 
 
-.04 (.02)* 
 
Average household size 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
Gender 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.02(.01)* 
 
Black 
 
-.03 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.02 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
Hispanic 
 
-.02 (.03) 
 
-.01 (.03) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
-.03 (.02) 
 
.01 (.04) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) .00 (.00) 
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Average high quality child care -.01 (.03) 
 
.04 (.04) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.04 (.05) 
 
.01 (.04) 
 
Average high child care hours .01 (.04) -.03 (.05) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
.03 (.04) -.05 (.04) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) 
 
-.01 (.00) 
 
-- 
 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
.00 (.01) -- 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.00) -- 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.01 (.01) -- 
 
Average household size 
 
.00 (.00) -- 
 
Gender 
 
.00 (.00) -- 
 
Black 
 
.00 (.01) -- 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.01 (.01) -- 
 
Hispanic 
 
.00 (.01) -- 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.02 (.01) -- 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) -- 
 
Maternal intelligence .00 (.00) -- 
 147 
 
  
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.00) -- 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
-.01 (.01) -- 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
.00 (.01) -- 
 
Average high child care hours .01 (.01) -- 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
.00 (.01) -- 
 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Maternal part-time 
employment 
 
.07 (.06) 
 
.01 (.05) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.01 (.10) 
 
-.02 (.09) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
Time-varying Household size 
 
.03 (.03) 
 
.06 (.02)* 
 
Note. *** p  <  .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
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 Table C37 
Unconditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for Children’s Internalizing Problem 
Scores  
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
2.28*** (.03) 
 
-.333 
 
.719 
 
.109*** 
 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
 
-.28*** (.01) 
 .491 .023*** 
Note. ***p  < .001. 
 
Table C38 
Unconditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for Children’s Externalizing Problem 
Scores  
 
 
 
Fixed effect 
 
 
Random effect 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
τ 
 
 
Reliability 
 
SD 
 
Average problems 
(intercept) 
 
 
3.13*** (.05) 
 
-.491 
 
.798 
 
.150*** 
 
Child age (linear change 
in problems) 
 
 
-.49*** (.01) 
 .559 .029*** 
Note. ***p  < .001. 
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Table C39 
Covariates for Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Models for Children’s Average Problem Behavior 
Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e., intercept) 
 
2.12 (.07)*** 
 
 
3.16 (.08)*** 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.16 (.15) 
 
-.14 (.18) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.11 (.13) 
 
-.14 (.16) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.12 (.05)** 
 
-.07 (.06) 
 
Gender 
 
.19 (.09)* 
 
-.26 (.11)* 
 
Black 
 
-.08 (.16) 
 
.03 (.19) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.09 (.19) 
 
-.18 (.25) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.32 (.18) 
 
-.54 (.22)* 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.12 (.14) 
 
.33 (.19) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.02 (.01)* 
 
-.03(.01)* 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
-.01 (.00)* 
 
.00(.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
-.01 (.03) 
 
-.05 (.03) 
 
Average high quality child care .37 (.30) 
 
.66 (.38) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
.42 (.30) 
 
.84 (.36)* 
 
Average high child care hours -.12 (.35) -.83 (.42) 
 
Average low child care hours 
 
.02 (.33) 
 
-.29 (.41) 
   
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.24 (.02)*** 
 
-.45 (.02)*** 
 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.03 (.04) 
 
-.06 (.05) 
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Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
Average partner status 
 
.02 (.04) 
 
.02 (.04) 
 
Average household size 
 
.02 (.01) 
 
.02 (.02) 
 
Gender 
 
-.02 (.03) 
 
-.01 (.03) 
 
Black 
 
.03 (.05) 
 
.02 (.05) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.06 (.06) 
 
-.02 (.08) 
Hispanic 
 
.01 (.05) 
 
.07 (.07) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
-.07 (.04) 
 
-.09 (.05) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.01 (.00)** 
 
.00(.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.01 (.00) 
 
.01 (.01) 
 
Average high quality child care .06 (.08) 
 
-.03 (.09) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.07 (.09) 
 
-.22 (.10)* 
 
Average high child care hours 
 
-.04 (.12) .01 (.11) 
Average low child care hours 
 
-.01 (.11) .00 (.10) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Household size 
 
-.10 (.07) 
 
.00 (.08) 
 
Time-varying Maternal part-time 
employment 
 
.10 (.10) 
 
.14 (.11) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.07 (.14) 
 
-.11 (.17) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
-.02 (.03) 
 
-.03 (.03) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
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Table C40 
Covariates for Conditional Poisson Contemporaneous Growth Model for Children’s Reduced Scale Scores  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e., intercept) 
 
.55 (.04)*** 
 
 
.85 (.04)*** 
Work-family conflict .08 (.03)* .09 (.03)** 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.03 (.08) 
 
-.04 (.08) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.13 (.09) 
 
-.32 (.08)*** 
 
Average household size 
 
-.05 (.03)* 
 
.03 (.03) 
 
Gender 
 
.09 (.05) 
 
-.25 (.05)*** 
 
Black 
 
-.20 (.11) 
 
-.07 (.09) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.02 (.11) 
 
-.06 (.11) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.12 (.10) 
 
-.12 (.11) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.00 (.09) 
 
.14 (.09) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.01 (.06) 
 
-.01(.01) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
-.01 (.00)** 
 
Maternal education 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
-.03 (.01) 
 
Average high quality child care .08 (.18) 
 
.54 (.20)** 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
.09 (.17) 
 
.48 (.19) ** 
 
Average high child care hours -.19 (.21) -.31 (.22) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
-.10 (.19) -.34 (.21) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
-.13 (.01)*** 
 
Work-family conflict .01 (.01) .00 (.01) 
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Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.02 (.02) 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.01 (.03) 
 
-.05 (.01)** 
 
Average household size 
 
.01 (.01) 
 
.01 (.00) 
 
Gender 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
-.03 (.01)* 
 
Black 
 
-.04 (.02) 
 
.00 (.02) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.05 (.03) 
 
-.02 (.03) 
Hispanic 
 
.00 (.03) 
 
.01 (.03) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
-.00 (.03) 
 
.01 (.02) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.01 (.00)** 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Average high quality child care .00 (.04) 
 
.08 (.05) 
 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.05 (.04) 
 
.02 (.05) 
 
Average high child care hours .06 (.07) -.05 (.06) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
.07 (.06) -.07 (.05) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.04 (.03) .05 (.03) 
Time-varying Household size 
 
-.05 (.04) 
 
-.01 (.04) 
 
Time-varying Maternal part-time 
employment 
 
.05 (.06) 
 
.01 (.05) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.00 (.06) 
 
-.05 (.07) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
-.02 (.02) 
 
Note. *** p  <  .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
 153 
 
Table C41 
Covariates for Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for Children’s T-Scores 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Level-2 
  
 
Average problems (i.e.,  intercept) 
 
49.15 (.39)** 
 
 
47.95 (.35)*** 
Average work-family conflict 
 
1.21 (.25)*** 1.13 (.26)*** 
Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.91 (.88) 
 
-.63 (.78) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
-.10 (.11) 
 
-.14 (.09) 
 
Average partner status 
 
-.50 (.79) 
 
-.80 (.73) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.83 (.24)*** 
 
-.27 (.28) 
 
Gender 
 
.34 (.47) 
 
.13 (.51) 
 
Black 
 
-.65 (.87) 
 
-.11 (.84) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
.41 (1.09) 
 
-.87 (1.13) 
 
Hispanic 
 
-1.45 (.91) 
 
-2.03 (1.07) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
.36 (.78) 
 
.64 (.84) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.10 (.05) 
 
-.12 (.06)* 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
-.01 (.02) 
 
.00 (.02) 
 
Maternal education 
 
-.04 (.13) 
 
-.23 (.13) 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
1.89 (1.71) 2.38 (1.58) 
Average low quality child care 
 
1.98 (1.74) 2.80 (1.52) 
Average high child care hours -1.39 (1.97) -1.37 (1.80) 
   
Average low child care hours 
 
-.72 (1.82) -1.98 (1.78) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.22 (.11) 
 
-.82 (.09)*** 
 
Work-family conflict .07 (.08) .00 (.07) 
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Average maternal occupation status 
 
-.11 (.19) 
 
-.22 (.17) 
 
Average income-to-needs 
 
.00 (.03) 
 
.01 (.03) 
 
Average partner status 
 
.02 (.21) 
 
-.02 (.17) 
 
Average household size 
 
-.01 (.08) 
 
.05 (.08) 
 
Gender 
 
-.18 (.13) 
 
.14 (.12) 
 
Black 
 
-.02 (.27) 
 
.01 (.17) 
 
Other ethnicity 
 
-.20 (.31) 
 
-.11 (.29) 
Hispanic 
 
.02(.23) 
 
.02 (.25) 
 
Average part-time employment  
 
-.29 (.24) 
 
-.08 (.20) 
 
Maternal age at childbirth 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
-.01 (.01) 
 
Maternal intelligence 
 
.02 (.01)** 
 
.00 (.00) 
 
Maternal education 
 
.05 (.04) 
 
.02 (.03) 
 
Average high quality child care 
 
.41 (.41) .11 (.37) 
Average low quality child care 
 
-.19 (.44) -.50 (.37) 
Average high child care hours 
 
-.19 (.60) .23 (.42) 
Average low child care hours 
 
.02 (.55) .04 (.38) 
Level-1 
 
  
Time-varying Work-family conflict 
 
.17 (.26) .36 (.22) 
Time-varying Household size 
 
-.58 (.46) 
 
-.31 (.34) 
 
Time-varying Maternal part-time 
employment 
 
.19 (.55) 
 
.17 (.46) 
 
Time-varying Partner status 
 
.67 (.78) 
 
-.26 (.62) 
 
Time-varying Family income-to-needs 
 
-.16 (.15) 
 
-.21 (.13) 
 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10.
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Table C42 
Conditional Lagged Growth Model for Average Problem Scores for High & Low Work-family 
Conflict Scores compared to Unemployed Mothers  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 1.93 (.05)*** 3.22 (.07)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.77 (1.16) -.15 (1.50) 
High work-family conflict -.23 (1.07) .57 (1.52) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.14 (.01) *** -.38 (.02)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.06 (.27) .06 (.29) 
High work-family conflict -.05 (.27) .06 (.29) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems .06 (.00)*** .07 (.00)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.04 (.08) -.02 (.11) 
High work-family conflict -.05 (.08) -.02 (.11) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
.03 (.09) .17 (.09) 
Time-varying High work-family conflict 
 
.15 (.12) .19 (.13) 
Note. *** p  < .0001, ** p  <  .001, *  p  < .05,   p  < .10 
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Table C43 
Conditional Lagged Growth Model for T-Scores for High & Low Work-family Conflict Scores 
compared to Unemployed Mothers 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 48.08 (.31)*** 48.68 (.41)*** 
Low work-family conflict -3.16 (5.81) -1.61 (6.25) 
High work-family conflict 1.71 (5.73) 1.49 (6.49) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.17 (.08)* -.83 (.07)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.09 (1.43) .11 (1.24) 
High work-family conflict .10 (1.40) .26 (1.27) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) 
 
.09 (.03)* .03 (.02) 
Low work-family conflict -.35 (.41) -.01 (.42) 
High work-family conflict -.40 (.41) -.06 (.43) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
.32 (.46) .49 (.44) 
Time-varying High work-family conflict 
 
.77 (.57) .72 (.68) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05 
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Table C44 
Conditional Lagged Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores for High & Low Work-
family Conflict Scores compared to Unemployed Mothers 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) .48 (.03)*** .91 (.05)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.50 (.67) -.03 (.70) 
High work-family conflict -.23 (.65) .28 (.73) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.01 (.01) -.12 (.01)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.02 (.13) .06 (.11) 
High work-family conflict -.03 (.14) .09 (.11) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) -.01 (.00)* -- 
Low work-family conflict .00 (.05) -- 
High work-family conflict -.01 (.04) -- 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.05 (.05) .04 (.04) 
Time-varying High work-family conflict .02 (.06) .06 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05 
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Table C45 
Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for Average Problem Scores for High & Low Work-
family Conflict Scores compared to Unemployed Mothers  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 2.21 (.05)*** 3.25 (.07)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.75 (1.09) .02 (1.29) 
High work-family conflict -.14 (1.09) .85 (1.34) 
Child age (linear change in child 
problems) 
 
-.27 (.02) *** -.47 (.02)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.16 (.28) -.14 (.39) 
High work-family conflict -.17 (.28) -.21 (.39) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.19 (.11) -.25 (.11)* 
Time-varying High work-family conflict -.01 (.15) -.07 (.17) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,  p  < .10. 
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Table C46 
Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for T-Scores for High & Low Work-family Conflict 
Scores compared to Unemployed Mothers 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 49.31 (.31)*** 48.04 (.30)*** 
Low work-family conflict -4.72 (5.71) -1.66 (6.08) 
High work-family conflict -1.26 (5.74) 1.83 (6.32) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.29 (.09)** -.83 (.07)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.83 (1.39) -.78 (1.39) 
High work-family conflict -.67 (1.43) -.64 (1.41) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.62 (.61) -.57 (.59) 
Time-varying High work-family conflict .32 (.87) .28 (.77) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C47 
Conditional Contemporaneous Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores for High & Low 
Work-family Conflict Scores compared to Unemployed Mothers 
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) .56 (.04)*** .86 (.03)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.50 (.56) -.12 (.86) 
High work-family conflict -.27 (.56) .19 (.86) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.01 (.01) -.13 (.01)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.12 (.18) -.06 (.17) 
High work-family conflict -.11 (.18) -.06 (.17) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.06 (.06) -.10 (.06) 
Time-varying High work-family conflict .03 (.08) .02 (.08) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C48 
Conditional Lagged Growth Model for Average Problem Scores for No & Low Work-family 
Conflict Scores compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 1.93 (.05)*** 3.22 (.07)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.54 (.16)** -.72 (.23)** 
Unemployed .23 (1.13) -.57 (1.52) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.14 (.01)*** -.38 (.02)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.02 (.04) .00 (.04) 
Unemployed .05 (.24) -.06 (.29) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) .06 (.00)*** .07 (.00)*** 
Low work-family conflict .01 (.01) .00 (.01) 
Unemployed .05 (.08) .02 (.11) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.12 (.09) -.03 (.11) 
Time-varying Unemployed -.15 (.11) -.19 (.13) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C49 
Conditional Lagged Growth Model for T-Scores for No & Low Work-family Conflict Scores 
compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 48.08 (.31)*** 48.68 (.41)*** 
Low work-family conflict -3.33 (1.12)** -3.11 (1.04)** 
Unemployed -.17 (5.73) -1.49 (6.49) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.17 (.08)* -.83 (.07)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.19 (.22) -.15 (.17) 
Unemployed -.10 (1.40) -.26 (1.27) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) .09 (.03)* .03 (.02) 
Low work-family conflict .05 (.07) .05 (.07) 
Unemployed .40 (.41) .06 (.43) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.45 (.48) -.23 (.52) 
Time-varying Unemployed -.77 (.57) -.72 (.68) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C50 
Conditional Lagged Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores for No & Low Work-family 
Conflict Scores compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) .48 (.03)*** .91 (.05)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.27 (.09)** -.31 (.11)** 
Unemployed .23 (.66) -.28 (.73) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.01 (.01) -.12 (.01)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
.00 (.02) -.02 (.02) 
Unemployed .02 (.14) -.09 (.11) 
Child age (quadratic change in problems) -.01 (.00)* -- 
Low work-family conflict .01 (.01) -- 
Unemployed .01 (.04) -- 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.07 (.05) -.02 (.05) 
Time-varying Unemployed -.02 (.06) -.06 (.05) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C51 
Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for Average Problem Scores for No & Low Work-
family Conflict Scores compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 2.21 (.05)*** 3.25 (.07)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.62 (.15)*** -.83 (.23)*** 
Unemployed .14 (1.09) -.85 (1.42) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
-.27 (.02) *** -.47 (.02)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
.01 (.05) .07 (.05) 
Unemployed .17 (.28) .21 (.40) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.18 (.11) -.18 (.13) 
Time-varying Unemployed .01 (.15) -.07 (.17) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,   p  < .10. 
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Table C52 
Conditional Contemporaneous Growth Model for T-Scores for No & Low Work-family Conflict 
Scores compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) 49.31 (.31)*** 48.04 (.29)*** 
Low work-family conflict -3.46 (.89)*** -3.49 (.98)*** 
Unemployed 1.26 (5.80) -1.83 (6.32) 
Child age (linear changes in problems) 
 
-.29 (.09)** -.83 (.07)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.15 (.22) -.06 (.17) 
Unemployed .67 (1.42) .64 (1.41) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.93 (.60) -.86 (.55) 
Time-varying Unemployed -.32 (.86) -.28 (.77) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05. 
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Table C53 
Conditional Contemporaneous Poisson Growth Model for Reduced Scale Scores for No & Low 
Work-family Conflict Scores compared to High Work-Family Conflict  
 
 
 
Internalizing Problems 
 
 
Externalizing Problems 
 
Parameter 
 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
 
Coefficient (SE) 
   
Level-2   
Average problems (intercept) .56 (.04)*** .86 (.03)*** 
Low work-family conflict -.23 (.09)** -.30 (.11)** 
Unemployed .27 (.56) -.19 (.87) 
Child age (linear change in problems) 
 
.01 (.01) -.13 (.01)*** 
 
Low work-family conflict 
 
-.01 (.02) .00 (.02) 
Unemployed .11 (.18) .06 (.16) 
Level-1   
Time-varying Low work-family conflict  
 
-.09 (.07) -.12 (.06) 
Time-varying Unemployed -.03 (.08) -.02 (.08) 
Note. *** p  < .001, ** p  <  .01, *  p  < .05,   p  < .10. 
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Appendix D. Figures for Unconditional Lagged Poisson Models of Children’s 
Internalizing and Externalizing Problems  
 
 
 
Figure D10. Average growth trajectories of internalizing problems from unconditional 
Poisson models.  
 
 
Figure D11. Average growth trajectories of externalizing problems from unconditional 
Poisson models. 
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Appendix E. Figures for Unconditional Contemporaneous Models of Children’s 
Internalizing and Externalizing Problems 
 
 
 
Figure E12. Average growth trajectories of internalizing problems from unconditional 
contemporaneous models. 
 
 
 
Figure E13. Average growth trajectories of externalizing problems from unconditional 
contemporaneous models. 
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